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PREFACE

In the concluding chapter of his book, The Consequences of Ideas, Dr. R.C.
Sproul presented what he called “Gilson’s Choice”.
According to [Etienne] Gilson our choice today is ... between
Kantand Thomas Aquinas. Gilson insists that all other positions
are mere halfway houses on the road to either absolute religious
agnosticism or the natural theology of Christian metaphysics.
... I am convinced that Gilson is fundamentally right. We
need to reconstruct the classical synthesis by which natural
theology bridges the special revelation of Scripture and the
general revelation of nature. Such a reconstruction could end
the war between science and theology.'
Whether this goal of reconstructing the “classical synthesis” is laudable or not
depends upon what Sproul means by this term. As he indicates here, he means for
the classical synthesis to be the vehicle through which “natural theology bridges
.. special revelation ... and ... general revelation”. From this it’s safe to surmise
that Sproul means classical synthesis to be the reconciliation of these two fields of
revelation. Taken by itself, and understood to exist strictly within the confines of the
Christian community, this synthesis certainly appears to be laudable. If this kind
of synthesis were to produce genuine peace between science and theology, meaning
peace which doesn’t require truth to be sacrificed, then such a synthesis could be a
genuinely good thing, even if it’s confined strictly to the Christian community. But
if this kind of synthesis were genuine, then it would probably be something that
would become extremely interesting to non-Christians as well.

Within the context of this quote, the fact that this synthesis is “classical”
infers that this synthesis originally arose out of Aquinas’ theology. Earlier in
The Consequences, Sproul defined the “classical synthesis” within the context of
what was one of Aquinas’ most essential goals in writing theology. Aquinas’ goal
was to counteract the influence of the “double truth” theory of Muslim “integral
Aristotelianism”. The double-truth theory argued “that what is true in faith may be
false in reason, what is true in philosophy may be false in theology, and what is true
in religion may be false in science, and vice versa.”*> The Islamic scholars who were
promoting integral Aristotelianism probably concocted the double-truth theory to

1 Sproul, R.C., The Consequences of Ideas: Understanding the Concepts that
Shaped Our World, 2000, Crossway Books, Wheaton, Illinois, p. 203.
2 Sproul, Consequences of Ideas, p. 68.



iv
PREFACE

accommodate Muslim political pressure.! Sproul characterized the double-truth
theory as “intellectual schizophrenia”. Given that this theory takes this whimsical
approach to the truth, Sproul’s characterization of it is hard to deny. It makes
sense that Aquinas would dedicate his life to fighting the influences of this kind of
insanity. Integral Aristotelianism’s double-truth theory is essentially the opposite
of Aristotelian logic’s law of noncontradiction. Sproul indicated that “Thomas
strove ... mightily” to fight the double-truth theory as a “threat to Christianity”.
Not only does the double-truth theory violate the law of noncontradiction, but this
“intellectual schizophrenia [also] separates nature and grace with a vengeance”. In
other words, if the double-truth theory were to apply in Christendom, then this kind
of “intellectual schizophrenia” would separate general revelation (“nature”) from
special revelation (“grace”) radically, similar to the way a sword might separate the
soul from the body. So while the double-truth theory can be understood to be
excessive compartmentalization, murder can also be understood to be the product of
excessive compartmentalization. This kind of excessive compartmentalization that
systematically denies the universality of truth is obviously rampant in 21st-century
society, and even in the visible Church.

I¢’s certainly valid to distinguish general and special revelation, just as it’s valid
to distinguish faith from reason, philosophy from theology, and religion from
science. But an arbitrary transformation of a distinction into a separation is likely
to be an arbitrary distortion of the facts. If there’s no good reason for a distinction
to turn into a separation, and if the issue at hand is fundamental, as the relations
between the special-revelation and general-revelation knowledge bases are, then
the transformation from distinction to separation is an invitation to schizophrenia
and perhaps even murder. While the double-truth theory says that what’s true on
Monday might be false on Tuesday, and what’s true for one person might be false
for another, intellectual sanity demands that truth is truth, no matter where or
when a given issue may arise. In many respects this double-truth theory is merely
a medieval version of “moral relativism”.* The double-truth theory is therefore a
kind of peace through compartmentalization, a sacrifice of truth for the sake of
getting along. This is not true peace because it’s not based on preservation of the

1 Sproul, R.C., Defending Your Faith: An Introduction to Apologetics, 2003,
Crossway Books, Wheaton, Illinois, pp. 79-80.

2 In this preface, “moral relativism” refers to the belief that there is a complete absence
of any objective moral standard, which means that ideas like “good”, “bad”, “right”, and
“wrong” are not subject to a universal standard of truth. According to moral relativism,

as the term is used here, such ideas are conditioned by, and are functions of, culture and
religious training, not of truth and reason. So moral relativism is inherently anti-rational.
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truth, but on the suppression of it. So medieval moral relativism in the form of the
double-truth theory, modern moral relativism, and the form of moral relativism that
manifests as “political correctness”, all appear to have this suppression of the truth in
common. This excessive compartmentalization that inherently suppresses the truth
is also one of the reasons Kant should be discarded. As the scientific research cited
below indicates, one of the reasons Kant must be abandoned is because his radical
separation of “noumenal” and “phenomenal” is not sustainable in the face of such
research. Continued attachment to this arbitrary separation is a prime example
of the kind of fixed false beliefs that mark this “intellectual schizophrenia”. The
distinction between noumenal and phenomenal may be edifying in some respects,
but the separation of them is simply more excessive compartmentalization that
deserves to be discarded. All this excessive compartmentalization tends to lead to
“absolute religious agnosticism”. Gilson and Sproul are right to claim that it deserves
to be replaced with “the natural theology of Christian metaphysics”, assuming that
this transition to such “natural theology” doesn’t entail sacrifice of the truth, doesn’t
entail undue harm to anyone, and doesn’t entail forcing anyone to accept these ideas.
So even though this transition to natural theology could be an extremely good thing,
this transition is necessarily hinged upon the existence of what should be some very
rigorous conditions.

The ability to cross check knowledge bases is a valuable safeguard against error
and insanity. So it’s necessary to conclude that such a reconstruction of the classical
synthesis could be beneficial to everyone, regardless of whether one is Christian
or not." Just as the free sharing of information by two people can be constructive,
cross checking between faith and reason knowledge bases, between philosophy and
theology knowledge bases, and between religion and science knowledge bases, could
all be very constructive. But whether such sharing is constructive or not depends
largely upon whether it’s voluntary or not. This issue of whether it’s voluntary or not
is the concern that explains why the thought of a reconstructed classical synthesis is
scary to many people, both Christian and otherwise. In the process of reconstructing

1 “Every discipline ... meets points of impasse in its development ... The impasse
between Plato and Aristotle gave rise to a shift from metaphysical concern to the more
pragmatic quest for philosophical ataraxia ... So it moved down to the great impasse,
with which we are still struggling, between rationalism and empiricism which carried the
casket of metaphysics to the graveyard of David Hume. Kants synthesis, Hegel’s massive
philosophy of history, and the advent of process thought have been attempts to resurrect
metaphysics. But metaphysics and its theological counterpart, natural theology, remain in
the tomb.” --- Sproul, R.C., Gerstner, John, and Lindsley, Arthur; Classical Apologetics:
A Rational Defense of the Christian Faith and a Critique of Presuppositional
Apologetics, 1984, Zondervan, Grand Rapids, Michigan, p. 65.
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this synthesis, it’s crucial to assuage that fear as part of the process. Regardless of
whether people are being forced into a compartmentalization regime or into a social
integration regime, such force defeats whatever beneficial purpose the regimen may
have. This is not to say that Sproul and Gilson don’t know this. It’s to say that
human governments can never be told this too much.

An inevitable aspect of developing this “natural theology” that synthesizes
special revelation (the Bible) and general revelation (science and secular knowledge in
general), and that bridges the apparent chasm between these two, is the introduction
of some kind of natural-law theory. Aquinas’ theology certainly contained such a
natural-law theory. The inclusion of a natural-law theory as part of this “natural
theology” is an inevitable part of this reconstruction process. That’s because natural
law is practically inseparable from natural theology. Is it reasonable to surmise that
Gilson and Sproul are reccommending a return to Aquinas’ natural-law theory as part
of this reconstruction of the classical synthesis? --- One big problem with returning
to Aquinas’ natural-law theory is the same big problem confronting the American
people, and humanity in general. The problem is in discerning and protecting
natural rights. Aquinas’ natural-law theory was followed over the centuries by
natural-law theories devised by numerous other philosophers and theologians.
None, not even Aquinas’, has adequately presented an argument for natural rights
as a function of natural law. Any natural-law theory worthy of implementation in
the 21st century must necessarily be a natural-law theory that encompasses, defines,
and protects natural rights. The fact that natural-law theories have all historically
failed to do that is one major explanation for why natural-law theories have fallen
into such disfavor in practically every legal system in the world. Although Aquinas’
theology should be heeded in many respects and on many fronts, just as Gilson and
Sproul recommend, his treatment of natural rights is lacking. Nevertheless, he laid
a foundation for natural theology that is still useful, and there are plenty of good
reasons to build this natural-rights-honoring natural-law theory on his foundation.
His foundation is the Bible read unashamedly by people who don’t apologize for
reasoning inductively and deductively.

Regarding this proposed synthesis of special revelation and general revelation,
the absence of a rational and comprehensive treatment of natural rights should be
a reasonable source of fear for practically anyone. This trepidation is especially
reasonable given people who are conscious of the massive abuse of natural rights that
happened almost systematically throughout the 20th century. That fear should be
compounded and should be even more reasonable when one additionally considers
all the blood shed over the centuries to convince human governments to recognize
natural rights. The token amount of personal dignity human governments now
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grant to ordinary people should not be allowed to deteriorate even further into
even more democide,’ especially in the name of “natural theology”. So in spite of
Gilson and Sproul’s enthusiasm for the classical synthesis, there are good reasons to
approach this reconstruction with some trepidation.

This caution, about this lack of a sound treatment of natural rights in the classical
synthesis, should not diminish overall enthusiam for pursuit of a natural theology
that bridges special revelation and general revelation. That natural-theology bridge
is crucial to the health of Christ’s visible Church on planet earth. The caution about
natural rights is necessary because without the inclusion of a sound treatment of
natural rights as an integral part of this synthesis, the synthesis should be recognized
by all as incomplete, and therefore dangerous. Even so, it’s important to affirm
practically all of what Dr. Sproul and his theological comrades have claimed
regarding the classical synthesis, the double-truth theory, classical apologetics, and
many related doctrines.

Aquinas repudiated the double-truth theory, and the classical synthesis that
embodied that repudiation reigned in western Christendom for about 500 years.
It might be constructive to ask how that repudiation was enforced, and how it has
worked out. Regardless of whether the double-truth theory was adopted or repudiated,
the decision to adopt or repudiate necessarily required some kind of enforcement
mechanism. The fact that practically all of western Christendom adopted Aquinas’
theology meant that to whatever extent his theology had implications for human
law, to that extent his theology was enforced by human government. The fact
that his theology repudiated the double-truth theory necessarily implies that to
whatever extent that repudiation had implications for human law, that repudiation
was probably enforced through human government, i.e., through the governmental
monopolization of the use of force. This classical synthesis, that repudiated the
double-truth theory, facilitated progress in western Christendom that did not happen
in the Islamic realm. That progress was not easy. It eventually ended in the Kantian
overthrow of the classical synthesis, and in societies aimed suicidally at “absolute
religious agnosticism”. It’s reasonable to claim that this demise of the classical
synthesis should be attributed to its lack of treatment of natural rights, although
it’s outside the scope of this preface to offer proof of this claim. Theories pertinent
to natural rights have developed in more-or-less separate secular philosophies, and

1 “Democide is a term revived and redefined by the political scientist R.]. Rummel

as ‘the murder of any people by a government, including genocide, politicide, and mass
murder.” --- URL: http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Democide&oldid=583445
600. --- Regarding democide: R.J. Rummel, Death by Government, 1997, Transaction
Publishers. --- URL: http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/ NOTEL.HTM.


http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Democide&oldid=583445600
http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Democide&oldid=583445600
http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/NOTE1.HTM
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in secular jurisprudence. But this fact doesn’t preclude the possibility that a new
synthesis that’s based on the classical synthesis could arise, wherein natural rights
even arise immediately out of sound biblical exegesis.

Under the original American Constitution and Bill of Rights, there are 1st-
Amendment guarantees of freedom of religion, speech, press, assembly, and petition
for redress of grievances. These guarantees enable people within the scientific
community to say whatever they want about their particular subject matter, and
the religious community to do the same. As long as the two communities don’t
descend into slander, threats, fraud, or coercion, the force of law is not brought to
bear against the disagreeing parties. The same laissez faire attitude exists, under the
Ist Amendment, for disagreements between philosophers-scientists and theologians,
between so-called faith-based communities and reason-based communities, and
between individuals in general. So in effect, the double-truth theory exists in a de
facto sense under the original Constitution and Bill of Rights. Because this /zissez
faire attitude is promoted by the organic documents of the united States, many
people blame those documents for the moral relativism that is rampant in American
society. Even though everything that Dr. Sproul says about the classical synthesis is
absolutely true, force of law generally cannot be brought to bear to enforce the truth of
the classical synthesis under these organic documents. So under the 1st Amendment,
the recognition of “natural rights” trumps the classical synthesis. Contrary to the
beliefs of people who blame the organic documents for this country’s moral relativism,
there is an extremely important distinction between excessive compartmentalization
that is clearly insane, and respect for lawful jurisdictions that is crucial to respect
for natural rights. The organic documents tend to favor the latter, not the former.
Moral relativism is rampant in American society for reasons other than the contents
of the organic documents. In fact, opinions about the law like those that appear
in Judge Andrew Napolitano’s Constitution in Exile indicate that it’s reasonable
to have serious doubts in the 21st century about whether the original Constitution
and Bill of Rights are still in effect.' If they’re not in effect, then there’s no way it
can be right to blame the organic documents for this country’s moral relativism. So
it appears that the suicidal pursuit of “absolute religious agnosticism” that is the
true source for all this moral relativism, has led to societal rejection of both natural
rights and the classical synthesis. These days, that social decay is so pervasive that
one must either be genuinely isolated, or obstreperously committed to one’s tiny
compartment, not to see it.

1 Napolitano, Andrew, Constitution in Exile: How the Federal Government Has
Seized Power by Rewriting the Supreme Law of the Land, 2006, Nelson Current,
Nashville, Tennessee.
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By way of the fact that medieval Christendom did not have some equivalent
to the Ist Amendment, it was possible for Aquinas’s repudiation of the double-
truth theory to be enforced through the collaboration of church and state. So the
repudiation of the double-truth theory was, in fact, enforced not only through the
power of Aquinas’s argumentation, butalso through governmental force of arms. This
way, medieval Christendom was able, at least nominally, to avoid the “intellectual
schizophrenia” that was built into the double-truth theory. This commitment to
the truth, expressed in Aquinas’s Summa, certainly had a positive influence on
truth seeking, and on the scientific enterprise. But the fact that this church-state
alliance had a monopoly on the use of force also had repercussions, such as the
burning of Bruno and Servetus at the stake,' and the house arrest of Galileo for his
“heretical” writings,” to merely scratch the surface of such governmental abuse of
power. Clearly, avoiding this “intellectual schizophrenia” in fact, i.c., in a way that
allows people freedom to question existing doctrines without violating the sanctity
of the visible Church, requires that clear guidelines be built into human law that
guard both such freedom and such sanctity. Such guidelines can exist through
recognition of lawful jurisdictions, which should not be confused with the ignorance
and compartmentalization that are necessary to moral relativism. --- When both the
sanctity of human conscience and the sanctity of the visible Church are affirmed,
it becomes obvious that an earnest pursuit of the reconstruction of “the classical
synthesis by which natural theology bridges ... special revelation ... and ... general
revelation” demands a natural theology that both aflirms the classical synthesis, and
protects natural rights. To some, achievement of these goals may appear to be a
mission impossible, because this agenda involves delineating the boundary between

1 Still controversial, many have accused Calvin of Servetus’ “murder”. But the historical
facts appear to acquit Calvin. As historian Paul Henry writes, ““Every age must be judged
according to its prevailing laws™. --- See Wileman, William, “Calvin and Servetus”,
Banner of Truth, URL: http://www.banneroftruth.org/pages/articles/article_detail.
php?457. --- The point is that “free speech” was more hazardous then than it has been
under the 1st Amendment.

2 'The 1st Amendment may still be the nominal law, but as Judge Napolitano says, it is
“in exile”. In fact, the American ship of state is so far from safe harbor that the way could
turn extremely nasty on short notice. So modern-day inquisitions, like those under Stalin,
Hitler, Mao, and Pol Pot, should be too fresh in the memory for anyone to be cavalier
about democide. So it’s reasonable for Christian apologists to have some fear of coercion,
and to go out of their way to use language that gives no hint that they are “advocating
physical force to compel agreement”. Even so, it’s also important to recognize that logic is
inherently compelling, though never coercive in itself. --- Sproul, Gerstner, and Lindsley;
pp. 126-127.


http://www.banneroftruth.org/pages/articles/article_detail.php?457
http://www.banneroftruth.org/pages/articles/article_detail.php?457
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church and state so that the classical synthesis and natural rights both receive their
due. This is something that’s never been done properly. But by pursuing the agenda
of the classical synthesis, and giving due diligence to both special and general
revelation, this mission is not impossible. Including natural rights within the ambit
of the classical synthesis is absolutely crucial to the reconstruction process, and to
the pursuit of Christ’s kingdom on earth.

Ideally, what people need to be seeking is both the “reconstruction” of “natural
theology”, on one hand, and the guarantee of natural rights, on the other. Given
that the target audience of the present work is the same as Sproul’s Consequences,
meaning philosophical laypeople, in these early decades of the 21st century, all
the people in this audience are looking every day at “intellectual schizophrenia

. with a vengeance”, along with pervasive abuse of natural rights perpetrated by
secular governments gone rogue. One of the contentions of the present work is that
recognition of natural rights is a natural outgrowth of the synthesis of general and
special revelation.

Where to Start

Kantcreated “a new synthesis of rationalism and empiricism”, thereby “destroying
the classical synthesis Thomas Aquinas had achieved ... Many assume that Kant
destroyed the traditional arguments for God’s existence”! But as Sproul makes
clear, Kant’s presumed refutations of the traditional arguments for the existence
of God don’t really stand up to intense scrutiny, and neither does Kant’s related
destruction of the classical synthesis. In fact, the errors in Kant’s “new synthesis”
have had a profoundly negative impact on the visible Church, on civilization, and
on humanity in general. Allowing Kant’s errors to continue dominating society and
social interactions is becoming increasingly ruinous. This is the reason it’s necessary
to make Gilson’s choice between Aquinas and Kant. All people who value the fruits
of civilization, regardless of whether they are Christian or not, American or not, or
anything else or not, now face the ultimate rewards due to Kant’s errors, life in a
society that disregards both natural rights and truth. The ultimate destruction of
civilization is not a foregone conclusion, but whether it happens or not probably
depends upon decisions made by individual human beings, as secondary causes in
the unfolding of God’s plan for humanity.

In Dr. Sproul’s re-presentation of classical apologetics, which incorporates the
classical synthesis, he makes it clear that the system he’s proposing starts with rational

1 Sproul, Consequences of Ideas, p. 117.
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proof of the existence of God,' not with dogmatic claims that God exists, and not
with presuppositions about the superiority of the Bible, the superiority of the visible
Church, the superiority of some sect or denomination, or the superiority of the state.
Although his apologetic starts with proving the existence of God, the proofs are
prefaced by establishment of epistemological standards. He states that, “We must
affirm a valid epistemological starting point before we undertake an intellectual
defense of the Christian faith.” So in Dr. Sproul’s apologetics, it’s necessary to
“affirm a valid epistemological starting point” as a prelude to offering rational proofs
of God’s existence. Dr. Sproul offers four “epistemological premises”™

1)  the law of noncontradiction;

2)  the law of causality;

3) the basic (although not perfect) reliability of sense

perception; and

4)  the analogical use of language.
The Bible presupposes each of these premises. The first two premises are crucial
features of Aristotelian logic. Aristotle did not create the laws of logic any more
than Columbus created America. He discovered them, and articulated them. Such
logic “is a necessary condition for science to even be possible. This is because logic

is essential to intelligible discourse.™

Out of these four epistemological premises,
the latter two have become necessary in more recent decades to refute sophistry that
impugns Aristotelian logic, and that thereby impugns the Bible’s validity. The latter
two premises are as presupposed by the Bible as the first two. The present work
accepts Sproul’s proofs of God’s existence as valid, and it also adopts these premises
as its epistemological foundation. So this work will now briefly review these four
epistemological premises.

()“The law of noncontradiction declares that something cannot be what it is

and not be what it is at the same time and in the same sense.”™

Concisely, “A
cannot be A and non-A at the same time and in the same sense or relationship.”
Regardless of how much sophisticated people may expound their sophistry, thereby
misleading the naive and plundering the ranks of the aware, they can never refute
the law of noncontradiction. This is because every attempt at refuting the law of
noncontradiction uses the law of noncontradiction in its argument.” It’s fair to say

that the law of noncontradiction is crucial to Aristotelian logic, and to the human

Sproul, Defending Your Faith, pp. 18-19.
Sproul, Defending Your Faith, p. 29.
Sproul, Consequences of Ideas, p. 41.
Sproul, Consequences of Ideas, p. 22.

N N

Sproul, Consequences of Ideas, p. 58.
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ability to communicate. The law of noncontradiction is also foundational to the law
of causality.

(i) The law of causality states that every effect must have an antecedent cause.

As an extension of the law of noncontradiction, the law of causality can be stated,
“an event (A) cannot be an effect (B) and fail to be an effect (non-B) at the same
time and in the same relationship.” Starting largely with David Hume, the law of
causality has been subjected to almost constant skepticism, and it continues so. It
continues so mostly because so many people refuse to accept that logic demands
an unmoved mover, and an uncaused cause, as first cause of the universe. In fact,
“Many believe that Hume destroyed once and for all the law of causality”, but such
belief is usually simply a convenient way to avoid admitting that God exists.> In
fact,

Hume’s main point is that neither cause nor effect can be

objective qualities, since anything can be considered either a

cause or an effect, depending on the point of view. Since the

idea of causality arises through the process of relation, we have

no original sensation or impression of causality itself. Since we

cannot directly perceive the cause of anything, we can never

know with certainty what is causing it.?
Hume’s skepticism revolves around the question, “how do we know that A causes
B?” Hume offers three reasons humans presume such knowledge. First, A and B
are spatially contiguous. For example, rain (A) and wet grass (B) may be spatially
contiguous, but does that mean that there’s a causal relationship between the two?
--- Second, A precedes B temporally. For example, the rain (A) comes, then the grass
gets wet (B). But does this sequence of events prove that A causes B? --- Third, A is
always followed by B. At location X, every time it rains (A), the grass gets wet (B).

People tend to perceive these three reasons as prompts for assuming that A causes
B. So people tend to assume that there is some kind of “necessary connection between
A and B”, between the rain and the wet grass. But as has been pointed out on
numerous occasions, the fact that B has been closely related to A in numerous past
observations doesn’t guarantee that the relation will exist in future observations. ---
Although Hume may have never called such an assumption an “inductive inference”,
in the 20th century, such assumptions based on a finite number of observations
have generally been called inferences that are “inductive”, as distinguished from
inferences that are “deductive”. Hume’s radical skepticism about the law of causality

1 Sproul, Defending Your Faith, pp. 31, 49, 51-52.
2 Sproul, Consequences of Ideas, p. 106.
3 Sproul, Consequences of Ideas, p. 112.
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is essentially a subset of what is now commonly called the “problem of induction”.
The problem revolves around the fact that a mere assumption, based on a customary
relation, cannot pass as a guarantee that the relation will continue to exist. Therefore
a causal relationship cannot be guaranteed to exist between A and B no matter how
many times a customary relationship has been observed. The fact that the grass has
always gotten wet when it rains cannot guarantee that the same will be so in the
future. Even though all this is true, Dr. Sproul rightly points out that,

Hume did not demolish the law of causality. ... [TThis is the

heart of the matter for Hume: since we cannot truly know

causality by way of reason or our senses, and since there is no

other way than reason or our senses to know anything at all,

causality can never be known with precision.!
People who claim to believe that Hume destroyed the law of causality are claiming
that the rain can never be blamed for causing the grass to get wet. Under this regime
of misbegotten logic, no criminal can ever be blamed for his/her crime. So under
this regime, anything goes. But this is not the regime Hume posited. Instead, he
posited a regime in which “causality can never be known with precision”.

Since Hume, philosophers and scientists have often accommodated Hume’s
description of the problem of induction by accompanying inductive inferences with
probabilities that indicate the likelihood that the inference is true. For example, if
so-and-so has observed a close association between rain and wet grass two times,
then the odds of observing that association in the future might be P. But if the
association between rain and wet grass is observed 100 times, then the odds of
observing that association in the future might be fifty times greater. So the more an
association is observed, the more it’s recognized as probable that the association will
be observed in the future. This shows that in modern science and philosophy, there
is generally an extremely close relationship between causal claims and probability,
i.e., between causal inferences and chance.

[I]t is one thing to say, as Hume did, “I do not know (nor can I
know) what caused an event,” and it is quite another thing to say,
... “Nothing has caused this event.” ... Those who deny causality
usually replace it with some notion of “chance.” Hume himself
defined chance as a synonym for ignorance ... What we can
learn from Hume’s critique is that sense perception is indeed
limited ... [W[e cannot prove causal relationships with some
sort of supernatural infallibility. This by no means requires us ...
to jettison the law of causality.?

1 Sproul, Defending Your Faith, pp. 55-56.
2 Sproul, Defending Your Faith, p. 58.
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No causal relationship can be proven to exist absolutely. But that doesn’t mean that
none exists. Because of this discrepancy, scientists generally now assign probabilities
to presumed causal relationships. This practice has become so common that society
now suffers from another delusion, the delusion that chance exists in the objective,
physical domain. But even Hume recognized that the concept of chance is a
mere intellectual accommodation to human ignorance, not something that exists
objectively.

For whatever reason, Hume tried to introduce skepticism into the general human
use of the physical senses. He in effect attempted to convince humans that they
cannot rely on their senses in seeking truth. While not properly rebutted, Hume’s
skepticism threatened scientific progress. As a scientist, to refute Hume’s skepticism,
Kant attempted to build a system that allowed science to continue. But he did so
without properly addressing Hume’s arguments. Kant’s system rebutted Hume’s
skepticism sufhiciently to allow science to continue, but not sufficiently enough to
avoid introducing serious errors with long-term consequences. The primary error
was his radical separation of the metaphysical and the physical, the “noumenal” and
the “phenomenal”. As a step towards remedying both Kant’s error and Hume’s
skepticism, it's now necessary to include the next epistemological premise. But
before going on to the next premise, it’s critical to understand the following:

The simple definition “every effect must have a cause” is a

“formal” or “analytical” truth. ... [I]t is true by definition ...

[Bly its very definition, it has to be true. ... An effect is “that

which has been caused.” ... A cause cannot be a cause unless it

produces an effect.!
Although the law of causality is analytically true, and is a crucial assumption in
pursuit of scientific knowledge, i.e., in pursuit of knowledge about the phenomenal
realm, Kant’s radical separation of the noumenal and the phenomenal demands
an ambiguity, at best, regarding whether or not the law of causality applies in the
noumenal realm.?> For reasons that become obvious throughout the present work,
this ambiguity should be eliminated along with Kant’s radical separation. As long
as elimination of this ambiguity doesn’t lead to proposals for the violation of natural

1 Sproul, Defending Your Faith, pp. 51-52.

2 Regarding this limitation imposed by Kant: “Kant ... is unwilling to dispense

with either reason or causality altogether. Instead he limits the application of the law of
causality. He argues that the law of causality has no meaning or application except in the
sensible world ... This law applies to the phenomenal realm, not to the noumenal realm.

It applies to the realm of physics, not metaphysics.” (Sproul, Consequences of Ideas, p.
127.) --- Also: “[TThe logic which applies to the material phenomenal world does not apply
to the noumenal or metaphysical realm of God.” (Sproul, Gerstner, and Lindsley; p. 75.)
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rights, reason demands that this ambiguity, this refusal to apply the law of causality
to the metaphysical realm, along with this radical separation of the metaphysical

and the physical, should be discarded.!

(iii) The third epistemological premise is the “basic (although not perfect)
reliability of sense perception”. No reasonable or rational person claims that he/she
has infallible sense perception. The physical senses are subject to error. But that
doesn’t mean that they are totally unreliable.

[1]f the senses were basically unreliable, then we could draw no

conclusions from what we see, hear, touch, or taste. This would

spell the end of the physical and natural sciences.?
It would also spell the end of any kind of reliable judicial procedures, and to any
kind of society worth living in.

(iv)The fourth epistemological premise is the “analogical use of language”. It
affirms that ordinary human language generally uses analogies between similar
objects to communicate. This premise is necessary to refute the residual effects of
logical positivism and the theologies that were created to counteract it. There are
radical fallacies in these philosophies and theologies. Sproul indicates that refuting
them can be done by using Aquinas’s distinctions between univocal, equivocal, and
analogical uses of language.’

These four epistemological premises are foundational to the present work. These
four principles are assumed in both the Bible and science. In other words, they are
all assumed in both special revelation and general revelation. They thereby allow
cross checking of these knowledge bases against each other, which is precisely the
way this work proceeds, starting with general and cross checking against special.
These epistemological premises are the principles, assumptions, and presuppositions
that make knowledge, and “intelligible discourse”, possible, and they are accepted as
established and obvious truths throughout the present work.

While other approaches to apologetics start with the presupposition of the
authority of the Bible, with the presupposition of the authority of the visible Church,
or with presupposition of any number of other things that all demand credulity,
the classical approach to apologetics starts with the individual human being’s
consciousness. As Sproul says,

1 For a sampling of ways philosophers and scientists continue to undermine the law of
causality: Sproul, Gerstner, and Lindsley; pp. 109-121.

2 Sproul, Defending Your Faith, p. 32.

3 Sproul, Defending Your Faith, p. 67.
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[W]e have nor assumed our four principles [that are the starting

point for our epistemological study] in a blind leap of faith; rather,

our whole point in discussing them was to show that they can be

rationally accepted by all people on the basis of observation.!
Because all people do not accept the authority of the Bible, the authority of the
visible Church, the existence of God, and numerous other possible starting places for
Christian apologetics, it's important to start with what “can be rationally accepted
by all people on the basis of observation”. But some people might not even believe
in reason. Because rationality is such a fundamental feature of human nature
and nature in general, a total and genuine rejection of reason is equivalent to a
commitment to insanity. So rationality and reason are de facto substrates of human
nature. Nevertheless, some people might refuse to believe in formal logic. For such
people, classical apologetics is still the best place to start, because it can help people
to learn that formal logic is merely an extension of what they already believe. This
means that the proper starting place for Christian apologetics is with the human
self, individual consciousness.> Even though the present work attempts to be an
appendage and outgrowth of classical apologetics, it starts with something even
more basic than human consciousness. It starts with life. But to show how it starts
with life, it starts with something even more rudimentary, with basic characteristics
of classical physics. But because scientists, since Kant, have surreptitiously slipped
into violating these four principles in a number of different and subtle ways, it’s
important to do a short review of the primary vehicle through which philosophers
have violated these four principles before examining the physics.?

The Four Explanations for the Existence of Anything

By understanding how philosophers and theologians have violated these four
principles, it should be easier to understand how scientists are making similar
mistakes. Dr. Sproul asserts that these mistakes must necessarily fall into one or
more of four possible categories. This is because any explanation for the existence of

1 Sproul, Defending Your Faith, p. 93.

2 For commentary on this starting point, see Sproul, Gerstner, and Lindsley; pp. 214,
217, 223-224, 231, 239.

3 Asatheodicy, this work is not a scientific theory. It nevertheless contains
philosophical and theological commentary on science, and extrapolation from it. To be
a genuine scientific theory, it would need to propose empirical tests of its propositions.
At some point in the future, God willing, the author will propose such empirical tests,
thereby translating this theodicy from a philosophical-theological theory into a scientific
theory.
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anything will always fall within these four categories. The four explanations for the
existence of anything, regardless of whether the thing being explained is “the self,
the world, ... anything in it”, or anything in the universe, are these:

1. 'The thing is an illusion.

2. 'The thing is self-created.

3. 'The thing is self-existent.

4. The thing is ultimately caused or created by something

that is self-existent.!

The first of these four options was refuted well by Descartes. Reality cannot be
illusory, nor can anything that truly exists within it. So the illusion option can be
skipped rather quickly. A real thing cannot be simultaneously an illusion, because
such a claim would violate the law of noncontradiction. --- For something to be self-
created, it must exist before it is created. This violates the law of noncontradiction
because something cannot exist and not exist at the same time and in the same
sense or relationship. It seems that this is practically as common-sensical as the
refutation of illusion. But astrophysicists, cosmologists, and numerous other highly
trained and ingenious people are functioning on a day-to-day basis under the notion
that things they study are self-created. Maybe they don’t call it self-creation, but
analysis of their claims clearly demonstrates that self-creation is precisely what they
are advocating. Self-creation “is formally and logically impossible, for the notion of
self-creation is analytically false.”

As indicated, scientists generally sidestep the problem of induction by associating
their inductive inferences with probabilities. Another word for “probability” is
“chance”. So they are crediting chance with the existence of their inference. But they
are prone to forget that chance is not a thing, any more than a mathematical line
or point is a thing. In Sproul’s terms, chance has no ontological existence. It may
exist as a purely mental thing, but it has no physical existence. Chance and all the
complex mathematics found in probability theory do not have the same ontological
status as the central objects of scientific investigation. But especially since the
creation of quantum mechanics and the “Heisenberg uncertainty principle”,® there
is generally little effort made to maintain chance’s status as an ontological non-entity.
So chance is embedded in descriptions of reality, thereby acting as de facto claims to
self-creation. But as Sproul indicates,

1 Sproul, Consequences of Ideas, p. 126.

2 Sproul, Consequences of Ideas, p. 126.

3 Hilgevoord, Jan and Uffink, Jos; “The Uncertainty Principle”, The Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Summer 2012 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL:
heep://plato.stanford.edu/entries/qt-uncertainty/.
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[T]hings cannot be directed to their ends by chance. Chance

can direct nothing, because chance can do nothing. Chance

can do nothing because chance is nothing. Chance is a perfectly

meaningful term to describe mathematical possibilities, but

the word becomes a sneaking bogeyman when used to describe

something that has the power to influence anything. Chance

has no being, and that which has no power to do anything.!
These claims about chance are absolutely crucial to 21st-century circumstances
because science and technology have gone so thoroughly into treating chance as
a worthy substitute for God. In fact, chance has an ontological status more like
mathematical lines and points than any entity that has existence and power in the
physical field of perception and action. These scientists are essentially claiming that
self-creation is reasonable if it is claimed under an alias. But, “A rose by any other
name ...".

As the present work proceeds, it will address the chance breed of self-creation
more specifically. Before proceeding to address why this work takes the form of a
theodicy, this work should mention in passing that it accepts Dr. Sproul’s reasoning
in regard to why physical entities do not have the status of self-existence. His
arguments on this front are rational and convincing. This work also accepts his
arguments for the necessity of the self-existent God as being equally rational and
convincing.?

Why Theodicy?

By now, it should be obvious to the reader that the present work is being
established on the classical synthesis, as it’s being reconstructed by Sproul, Gerstner,
Lindsley, and others. The present work attempts to build on their platform while
focusing on different issues. For example, Sproul’s Defending Your Faith restricts
its concern “to the two most crucial issues of apologetics: the existence of God and
the authority of the Bible”> In that book, Sproul uses an epistemology at whose
core is Aristotelian logic. So the classical synthesis is at the epistemological core
of Sproul’s apologetics. This present work is based on the same epistemological
core principles, and is thereby based on the classical synthesis of general and special
revelation. But it is not focused on the existence of God and the authority of the
Bible, because it takes these as largely given, via the platform built by Sproul and

1 Sproul, Consequences of Ideas, pp. 74-75.
2 Sproul, Gerstner, and Lindsley; pp. 114-123.
3 Sproul, Defending Your Faith, p. 8.
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company. This work restricts its concern to theodicy in a broad sense of that term.
Theodicy supplies the unifying theme for the diversity of knowledge bases cited in
this work. So it’s fitting that this work would present a reasonable explanation for
what a theodicy is before entering into the theodicy, per se.

The word “theodicy” comes from the combination of the Greek words, #heos,
meaning God, and dikaiosis, meaning justification. So a theodicy is an attempt at
justifying the existence of God. Credit is usually given to G.W. Leibniz (1646-1716)
for coining this word for use in this way.! Because a theodicy is a justification or
defense of the existence of God, it might appear on its face to be the same thing as an
apologetic, a defense of the Christian faith. But a theodicy is usually understood to
be a philosophical answer to the “problem of evil”. The problem of evil is generally
recognized as pre-dating Christianity, being attributed to the work of Epicurus (341
BC - 270 BC). So in order to get a clear understanding of what a theodicy is, it’s
necessary to understand what the problem of evil is.

The God spoken of by Epicurus was the God of the ancient Greek philosophers:
the “prime mover, or a first cause, or a necessary being that has its necessity of itself,
or the ground of being, or a being whose essence is identical with its existence”. The
problem of evil as posed by Epicurus looks like this:

Is God willing to prevent evil but unable to do so? Then he is

not omnipotent. Is God able to prevent evil but unwilling to do

so? Then he is malevolent (or at least less than perfectly good).

If God is both willing and able to prevent evil, then why is there

evil in the world?®
The God that Epicurus is talking about is certainly not the God of the Christian
Bible. But the attributes generally attributed to this God of the Greek philosophers
are nevertheless attributes that the God of the Bible also has. Aristotle’s philosophy
made it clear that God must exist, and must have certain attributes. The God of
the Bible certainly has these attributes. The difference between Aristotle’s God and
the God of the Bible is that not only does the God of the Bible have these attributes,
but the God of the Bible also has many more. But the God of the Bible certainly

1 Leibniz, G.W., Theodicy: Essays on the Goodness of God, the Freedom of Man,
and the Origin of Evil, 1710.

2 Tooley, Michael, “The Problem of Evil”, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy
(Spring 2010 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL: http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/
spr2010/entries/evil/.

3 Russell, Paul, “Hume on Religion”, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy
(Spring 2012 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL: http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/
spr2012/entries/hume-religion/.
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has all these attributes. Because both the God of the Greek philosophers and the
God of the Bible share these attributes, if reason negates these attributes, then reason
negates the God of the Bible. So for the sake of defending the God of the Bible in
pluralistic communications, it's important to defend Him against this problem of
evil. That, in a nutshell, is the integrating purpose of this theodicy. The purpose
of what remains of this preface is to delineate and define the problem of evil more
specifically before entering into any attempt at solving it. In passing, what remains
of this preface will also generally describe a few failed theodicies, so that the reader
knows that this is not one of them. After the reader has perused the entire theodicy,
he/she can decide for his/her self whether it genuinely solves the problem.

Because this problem originated in ancient Greek philosophy, and has been
addressed by Christian scholars with only modest success in the history of the
visible Church, some people might assume that attempting to solve it is an exercise
in metaphysical futility, like counting angels on the head of a pin. But anyone
who recognizes that evil exists must necessarily also recognize that evil must be
counteracted by good. So exploring this problem, starting at the abstract level
demanded by the problem, is capable of generating strategies for combating evil
that might not be considered without this abstract starting point. Therein lies the
usefulness of trying to solve this problem.

Because people who have read theodicies in the past are predisposed to assume
that new theodicies are simplistic repetitions of old theodicies that have already been
marked as failures, it’s important to include a quick survey of what has already been
done, so that it’s clear that this theodicy is not the reinvention of a broken wheel.
The theodicy that follows this preface is not, (i)an appeal to human free will, (ii)
an appeal to demonic coercion, (iii)an appeal to ignorance, or (iv)an appeal to the
fact that humans are finite. Although there is truth in each of these approaches,
none gets to the root of the matter. For people who have not read theodicies, it’s
important to describe each of these four kinds of failed arguments so that they know
what this theodicy is not. It’s also important to recognize two mistakes that are
often made along the way, specifically, implying that God is the author of sin, and
implying that humans are not responsible for their sinfulness. The author of this
theodicy is convinced that this work does not fail on any of these accounts. In fact,
the author is convinced that this theodicy is a successful solution to the problem of
evil.

In order to solve the problem of evil, it’s necessary to define the terms. It’s
impossible to define God comprehensively, because it’s impossible for finite minds
to comprehend the infinite. But for the sake of solving this problem, there are three
actributes that God must necessarily have, and defining these, and attributing these
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to Him, should suffice as an alternative to a comprehensive definition. God must
be omniscient, omnipotent, and omnibenevolent, as premises that are deductively
valid, and that are inductively highly probable. It’s also necessary to define evil. The
definition of evil will be uncovered as the theodicy progresses. Otherwise, for the
present, it’s important to get a reasonably clear statement of the problem. Because of
ambiguities in the way Epicurus presented the problem, later philosophers have posed
it differently. Here’s one of the ways it’s presented in the Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy:
1. If God exists, then God is omnipotent, omniscient,
and morally perfect.
2. If God is omnipotent, then God has the power to
eliminate all evil.
3. If God is omniscient, then God knows when evil
exists.
4. If God is morally perfect, then God has the desire to
eliminate evil.
5.  Evil exists.
6. If evil exists and God exists, then either God doesn’t
have the power to eliminate all evil, or doesn’t know
when evil exists, or doesn’t have the desire to eliminate
all evil.
7. 'Therefore, God doesn’t exist.!
The weakness in this argument is in premise 4. It may be absolutely true that
because God is omnibenevolent, meaning “morally perfect”, God must have “the
desire to eliminate evil”. But it doesn’t necessarily follow that he will eliminate evil
immediately. In fact, it’s reasonable to assume that God’s timing in eliminating
evil relates directly to his reason for allowing its existence in the first place. So a
theist’s attempt at defending God against this argument for atheism quickly turns
into an inquiry into why God allowed evil to exist in the first place. The most
common argument in defense of God against the problem of evil says that God
wanted humans to have “free will”.

Like practically all Christian defenses of theism against the atheist’s argument
from evil, the “free will” argument usually resorts to the first three chapters of Genesis.
There’s certainly nothing wrong with starting there, as long as the apologist presents
a rational explanation for why God allowed the initial existence of evil. Apologists
have never been able to do this in a way that satisfies the facts of general revelation,

1 Tooley, Michael, “The Problem of Evil”, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy
(Spring 2010 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL: http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/
spr2010/entries/evil/.
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the facts of special revelation, and all logic aimed at rationally reconciling the two.
This has never been done properly, regardless of whether the apologist starts in early
Genesis or elsewhere, and regardless of whether the apologist is arguing for “free
will” or for something else.

The author of this theodicy contends that it’s not possible to give a satisfactory
explanation for the existence of evil unless one not only starts in the garden of Eden,
but also ends in the “New Jerusalem” (Revelation 3:12; 21:2), and explains, at least
abstractly, all the evils that happen between the two extremities. This means that it’s
necessary for the apologist to enter into narrating a protracted story. It’s necessary to
enter into this protracted story because reference to origin and destination is critical
to explaining God’s motives in creating humanity, which is critical to explaining
God’s motives in allowing evil." Most theodicies fail because they do not present
this story, or they do not present it in a way that’s rationally consistent with both the
general and special knowledge bases. But most theodicies also fail for even more
fundamental reasons.

In order to present a theodicy that narrates the story from beginning to end, at
least at an abstract level, it’s necessary to establish an ideological foundation at the
front end, a foundation that will ensure that as the story unfolds, it will remain
rationally consistent with both the general and special knowledge bases. This
foundational, ideological stage is where most theologies fail. They fail even before
the story can get started in earnest. This is as true of the best “free will” arguments
as it is of appeals to demonic coercion, human ignorance, and human finitude.

Even though the God of the Bible always desires “to eliminate evil”, he does not
always do so immediately because he has a bigger plan, an ulterior motive, that makes
it valuable for Him to allow the evil for the sake of achieving the goals entailed in
that plan. So the so-called “greater good” argument is necessarily true from a biblical
perspective. But if that greater good is not properly defined, then the theodicy still
remains a failure. (i)So when the apologist is confronted by a mother whose child is
dying an agonizing death from cancer, and the apologist tells the mother that this evil
exists for a greater good, the mother is likely to ask what good could be so great that
it justifies her child’s daily deterioration and suffering. If the apologist fails to give
her a good definition of the greater good, then chances are good that she’ll tell the
apologist to take his/her greater good and stick it somewhere. (ii)When the apologist
is confronted by a father whose young daughter has been brutally beaten, raped, and
murdered, and the apologist responds by telling the father that this evil exists for

1 Its no coincidence that evil follows a timeline that’s very close to humanity’s timeline
between these two extremities.
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the greater good, where his/her description of this greater good is flat, the apologist
should be prepared to receive wrath that is justly due the rapist and murderer. (iii)If
the apologist is confronted by a world that has witnessed holocausts, genocides, mass
murders by governments gone rogue, world wars that destroy civilian populations,
mass infanticide, and other evils too numerous and grotesque to list, and if the
apologist is nevertheless convinced that all these evils exist for the greater good,
then the apologist should either be well equipped to explain this greater good to this
world, or he/she should be prepared to crawl off somewhere and keep his/her mouth
shut. All of the world’s horrors, and all of humanity’s pain, suffering, disease, and
death, must be explained as being subject to the greater good, in a way that makes
that greater good look like it’s genuinely worth the trouble. So any genuine solution
to the problem of evil must be not only rational, but also sympathetic, describing the
greater good so realistically and beautifully that even the most dejected are willing
to overlook the suffering and evil for the sake of reaching that “beatific vision”.

()The “free will” argument: Some people who make the “free will” argument

assume that Augustine’s approach to the problem of evil is the right approach. Both
Augustine and Aquinas approached the problem of evil starting in Genesis 1, whose
last verse contains the statement, “And God saw all that He had made, and behold,
it was very good” (v. 31a). The implication from this is that even the serpent and
the people were created “very good”, which means that they must have gone bad
some time after the creation. This sequence of events is verified in Genesis 3, which
gives some evidence of how both the people and the serpent turned from being “very
good” to being evil, or at least, to being something much different from “very good”.
Augustine, Aquinas, and their followers, including the author of this theodicy, see
evil as a deprivation or negation of good.! Like mathematical lines, points, and
chance, evil from this perspective has no ontological being. Instead, it is a negation
or deprivation of something that has ontological being. Somehow, it is a negation or
deprivation of the system of law that God built into creation, and that he supports
from moment to moment through Divine Providence. Even though this is a perfectly
reasonable explanation for what evil is, it doesn’t say much about how evil entered
into creation.

The question to the apologist is: “OK. If God created the universe, including
all angels and humanity, as ‘very good’, and somehow this evil, this negation or
privation of good entered into creation, then how did that happen?” The “free will”
apologist answers that God created humans with “free will”.  Such apologists claim

1 According to the Westminster Shorter Catechism, Question 14, “Sin is any want of
conformity unto, or transgression of, the law of God.” It is therefore deprivation according
to the Westminster Confession of Faith, in agreement with Augustine and Aquinas.
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that for his own good pleasure, God created humans in a way that makes them
capable of choosing evil, because the capacity to choose evil is a necessary feature of
“free will”. --- This argument runs into the well-known problem of reconciling God’s
sovereignty with human “free will”. If God is sovereign, then he is by definition
omnipotent and omniscient. If there is no limit to the human’s will, as so-called
“metaphysical libertarians” claim, then God cannot be sovereign because these
unlimited humans are always subverting his sovereignty with their “free will”.

If the human will is nothing more than the ability to choose, as people like
Jonathan Edwards claim, then the freedom of this capacity to choose demands
questions like: Free from what? Free to do what? Is there no limit to the human’s
range of choices? --- Because humans are finite, meaning localized in space and time,
it necessarily follows that the human’s range of choices at any given point in time
must also be finite. So common sense says metaphysical libertarianism is inherently
silly. At any given point in time, any given human’s range of choices is necessarily
limited to what the human can conceive. But it’s even more limited than that, if
one understands a choice to entail some kind of action. If one presumably chooses
something that doesn’t really exist and cannot exist, then there is an inherent problem
in connecting the presumptive choice with a real action. So the human’s range of
choices is inherently limited to what can actually be chosen, rather than to what
can be merely conceived.! This line of reasoning shows that there must necessarily
be limits to human “free will” that are more a function of human finitude than of
duress or coercion, or of anything of that nature.” The human will is free within the
human’s finite range of choices.

When people say that human “free will” is the greater good that explains why
God allows evil, it still doesn’t explain how evil came into existence. Not only the
people in the garden, but the serpent in the garden, made choices that were evil.
Somehow in this process the angel, Lucifer, was converted into the fallen archangel,
manifest as the serpent. Does this mean that the serpent also had “free will”? Is the
devil’s “free will” also part of the greater good? If not, then what’s the difference
between the devil’s “free will” and human “free will”?

1 Unless one is committed to being insane for the sake of “metaphysical libertarianism”.
2 Even though some people may be able to acknowledge this finitude, many of the
same people have historically insisted that “free will” is some kind of idol that everyone
must bow down to. This latter impulse is often conflated with a reasonable fear of duress
by human against human, which should be distinguished, not conflated, with regard

to pressures that come from some non-human source. So in dealing with these issues
holistically, it’s critical to expose the relationship of human law and God’s law in the
process.
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In Jonathan Edwards’ book, Freedom of the Will, Edwards makes a convincing
argument that in order for anyone to choose anything, there must be some kind
of inclination within the given human that acts as the motive force behind the
choice. Given the weight of Edwards’ argument, it’s necessary to conclude that
such inclinations exist within the human subconscious and influence the will in the
choice-making process. So if humans choose something evil, then it’s necessary to
conclude that they have done so because they had a pre-existing inclination to choose
that evil thing. This leads to the conclusion that God must have created them with
this inclination. Where else could such an inclination come from? Unless some
alternative line of reasoning is supplied, this line of reasoning leads to the conclusion
that God is the author of the inclination, and therefore the author of sin.!

Some people have concocted the concept of “concupiscence”, which can
supposedly be used to relieve God from being the author of sin. Concupiscence
is defined as being of sin, and to include sin, without actually being sin. --- Other
people deny that choices have prior inclinations, and thereby relieve God from being
the author of sin in that way. But if no prior inclination precedes the act of choosing,
then the act of choosing must be some kind of automatic thing, a pure function
of determinism without any freedom involved in the choice-making process. But
this conception of the circumstances not only eliminates prior inclination. It also
eliminates “moral agency”. In other words, the people cease being responsible for
their choices and actions. --- Concupiscence is obviously a more viable description
of the circumstances than a deterministic elimination of moral agency.

Claiming that the people in the garden were created in a condition of
concupiscence is not an acceptable solution to the problem for some people, because
they think that anything that is of sin, and includes sin, is inherently sinful. Their
argument is that because God created the people “very good”, he could not have
created them in a state that was of sin and that includes sin, because contrary to the
definition of concupiscence, such a state is inherently sinful, which would mean that
God created humans in a state of sinfulness, which would make God the author of
sin, and which would contradict the Bible’s claim that God created humanity and
the universe “very good”.

Preview: God did in fact create Lucifer, his minions, and Adam and Eve “very
good”. He did not create them in a state of sinfulness. He did, however, create them
with a capacity to be tempted with a certain kind of temptation. The temptation to
which they were vulnerable relates directly to the greater good for which he created
humanity. The greater good relates directly to the differences between the garden

1 'This is not to say that Edwards ever indicated that God is the author of sin.
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of Eden and the New Jerusalem. The differences between origin and destination
relate directly to the ability and inclination to access the “tree of life” and the “tree
of knowledge of good and evil”. --- If anyone claims that living with a capacity for
being tempted is, like concupiscence, necessarily a state that is inherently sinful,
then whoever makes the claim has a burden to reconcile their claim with the fact
that Christ was tempted, but never sinned. --- The position of this theodicy is that
humans are in fact created with enough “free will” to guarantee that they have “moral
agency’, and are responsible for their choices. But this particular kind of “free will”
does not interfere with God’s sovereignty in any way. In other words, human “free
will” is compatible with God’s omnipotence, omniscience, and omnibenevolence. ---
The conclusion has to be that even though evil is never good, and even though God
is never the author of sin, God has ordained that evil come into existence for the sake
of a greater good.

(i)The “demonic coercion” argument: To explain the existence of evil as a

precursor to solving the problem of evil, some people claim that Adam and Eve were
coerced into sinning by the serpent. This explanation fails from the start because
it doesn’t explain how the serpent was converted from being “very good” into being
evil. --- Both the man and the woman tried to dodge responsibility for their choices.
The man blamed the woman for his choice. The woman blamed the serpent for hers.
The demonic coercion argument essentially takes the woman’s argument at face value,
and says that evil came into the world through an evil act by the serpent against
the woman. The serpent certainly lied to the woman. But the “demonic coercion”
argument says that the serpent not only lied, but overwhelmed the woman with his
spiritual power. If such spiritual power can be rightly described as “coercion”, then
the woman had a genuine excuse, and it would be wrong for God to pile misery on
top of her pre-existing vulnerability. But both the man and the woman lived in the
garden in a beatific state, having extraordinary powers, and clarity of mind far in
excess of any fallen human’s genius. So she knew the serpent was lying, and had
extraordinary powers to defend herself against the serpent’s spiritual power. She
chose to believe the lie anyway, because she had a deep-seated inclination to do
so. This is why the biblical story indicates so clearly that God did not excuse her.
The fact that God held the man and woman morally accountable means that the
“demonic coercion” argument can never really even get started.

(iii) The “ignorance” argument: Another explanation for evil’s entry into the
world claims that the people were ignorant. Like the “demonic coercion” argument,
the ignorance argument doesn’t explain how evil entered into the serpent. So it
doesn’t really even get started. Even so, it essentially says that the garden people
were victims of demonic fraud, rather than demonic coercion. The serpent certainly
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lied to Eve. But the argument claims that the serpent was so wily, subtle, crafty,
and clever that the people were beguiled. They were vulnerable to being beguiled
because they were ignorant.

The ignorance argument also underestimates Adam and Eve. The circumstances
demand that they had extraordinary powers and intellects, and that they existed in
beatific visions of God. Under such circumstances, they should have been invincible
to the serpent’s guileful arguments. Eve should not have been fooled by the serpent,
and Adam should not have been fooled by Eve. The fact that they had extraordinary
powers indicates that they must have had a pre-existing inclination to give in to
the serpent’s enticements. But this was an inclination that could never be rightly
blamed on God, for reasons that are made obvious below. Ignorance does not suffice
as an excuse because they knowingly and willfully chose to indulge the serpent’s
guile and lies. That’s why God’s punishment was fitting. God had told them clearly
what was prohibited. So they could not have been ignorant of it. They deliberately
chose to violate the prohibition. Their penalties were fitting, even if their motives
were unclear.

(iv)The finitude argument: In the early part of the 18th century, Leibniz
published a theodicy which claimed that there were three kinds of evil: physical
evil, metaphysical evil, and moral evil. In his description of metaphysical evil, he
equated metaphysical evil with metaphysical imperfection. He also claimed that the
only metaphysically perfect being is God, and that all creatures fall short of being
God, and are therefore metaphysically imperfect, and therefore metaphysically evil.
So all finite creatures are inherently evil. In his system, metaphysical evil gives
rise to physical evil, and physical and metaphysical evil together yield moral evil.
Because anything finite is inherently evil, and because humans are finite, humans
are inherently evil. This means that God created them evil, which makes God the
author of sin, which makes Leibniz’s theodicy one among many that fail. Leibniz’s
claim makes humans evil before the fall, which contradicts the claim that they were
created “very good”.

Life

Even if the theodicy that follows is not perfect, it does not suffer the weaknesses
described above. It does contain a protracted story that starts in the garden of Eden
and ends in the New Jerusalem. It thereby shows God’s reason for allowing evil
as a function of the greater good. But before entering into that protracted story,
the theodicy spends time developing an ideological foundation. The ideological
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foundation is a prerequisite for telling the story in a way that shows rational
consistency between the special and general knowledge bases, throughout the story.

As already indicated, the adoption of the epistemological premises of classical
apologetics is foundational. Before developing the ideological foundation, the
epistemological foundations are understood to be given. The theodicy also
takes the existence of God and the authority of the Bible as given, having been
established through classical apologetics. Because the present work attempts to be
an appendage and outgrowth of classical apologetics, with a presumption of the
validity of the classical synthesis, one might assume that this theodicy starts the
construction of its ideological foundation at the same place that classical apologetics
starts: with human consciousness. Like classical apologetics, it does start with
general revelation, and it does start with the assumption that the reader is a thinker.
But because science has advanced to such an extent, and in order to pay proper
regard to general revelation, it’s necessary to start with something more basic than
human consciousness, with life in general, and it’s necessary to start with the
fundamentals of modern physics. Because all of life is now recognized to exist in
the electromagnetic field, it’s necessary to start with the physical foundations of life,
meaning electromagnetism. Because the quantum-mechanical descriptions of the
electromagnetic field depict electromagnetism as having a dual nature, consisting of
both particle and wave attributes, and because the linkage between electromagnetic
waves, life, consciousness, and theodicy has not been sufficiently explored in the
past, the construction of this theodicy’s ideological foundation will begin with wave
mechanics in classical physics.

Given that it’s true that God exists, that God is rational, that God is sovereign,
and that God created both general and special revelation, it must also be true that
general revelation and special revelation cannot be inherently at odds, and radical
separation of the two is not a viable option. There must be rational integrity between
the two, even if it’s sometimes difficult for humans to see it.

Historically, the great theologians and apologists of church

history have agreed that all truth is one, and that all truth meets

at the top. What God reveals in Scripture will not contradict

what he reveals to us outside of Scripture in the realm of nature.

Conversely, if God reveals some truth in nature, that truth will

not contradict what is found in the Bible.!
Science is about discovering what is true everywhere. But just because something
is true, that doesn’t mean that everyone agrees that it’s true, knows that it’s true,
cares that it’s true. So scientific truth, by itself, doesn’t translate well into laws that

1 Sproul, Defending Your Faith, p. 196.
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humans apply to one another. The latter kinds of truths exist within the arena of
jurisprudence, rather than the arena of science. Nevertheless, because jurisprudence
exists in a kind of gray area between science and special revelation, it’s necessary to
include it if the classical synthesis is to be genuinely meaningful.

(Bible quotations are from the New American Standard Bible (NASB, 1995, The
Lockman Foundation, La Habra, California) unless specifically indicated otherwise.)
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Existing scientific evidence holds that wave interactions in the electromagnetic
field are crucial to the aggregation of matter into specific physical entities." Although
it may be rare for physicists to speak in such terms, the evidence often drives them to
say things that imply the same thing. For example, High Energy Physicist, Giuliano
Preparata essentially admits that this is true in the Foreword to his book, QED
Coherence in Matter.” The admission may exist behind a veil of semi-technical
jargon, but the admission is nevertheless there. It’s there because he's looking at
undeniable evidence. Because most scientists don’t have such undeniable evidence,
and because scientists in general have been following the long-established materialist
bias that Kant built into his radical separation of noumenal and phenomenal, most
scientists remain mum about such things. But to any lay observer who understands
that quantum physics long ago discovered that subatomic particles have a dual
nature, having both particle and wave attributes, it’s obvious that wave interactions
in the electromagnetic field are crucial to the aggregation of matter into specific
physical entities. To knowledgeable lay observers, the silence among the scientific
elite in this regard may appear to be obstreperously obtuse. But it’s probably more a
function of the Kantian scientific regime, along with the incentive system that’s built
into scientific research’s funding superstructure. The aggregation of matter through
wave interaction is a vital topic because it has huge implications for humanity as a
whole, and not merely for scientists.

Given that electromagnetic wave interaction is crucial to the aggregation of matter,
electromagnetic wave interaction is a physical phenomenon that is crucial to the
cohesiveness of any organism’s physical body, including every human being’s physical
body. Because these facts have absolutely profound implications for the understanding
of life in general, they have profound implications for the understanding of human

1 Quantum physicists currently recognize four fundamental forces or interactions: (i)
strong nuclear force, (ij)weak nuclear force, (iii)electromagnetic force, and (iv)gravitation.
The current so-called “Standard Model” combines the weak and electromagnetic into
so-called electroweak interactions, thereby leaving only three fundamental forces

or interactions. Out of these three / four, this theodicy is concerned primarily with
electromagnetic interactions. But it’s assumed that the dual wave-particle nature of the
electromagnetic field applies to all of these forces / interactions.

2 Preparata, Giuliano, QED Coherence in Matter, 1995, World Scientific, River Edge,
New Jersey. --- URL: http://www.worldscientific.com. --- “QED” stands for “Quantum
Electrodynamic”. Quantum electrodynamics is a subset of quantum mechanics that
focuses on electrons, positrons, and the electromagnetic field. “Coherence” in this title has
the same meaning as in laser physics, which is the meaning used throughout this theodicy.
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life, and they have absolutely profound implications for the understanding of the
Bible and theology. When properly understood, eleccromagnetic wave interaction
also displays harmony between the physical sciences and special revelation.

A genuine and thorough explanation of how humans, as physical life forms, are
the products of electromagnetic wave interaction, would take libraries too arduous
to compile. But there is a difference between explaining how something happens
and proving that it happens. It’s already well established in physics that the building
blocks of matter, meaning subatomic particles, atoms, and molecules, have both
particle and wave attributes. If one accepts this as true, then it’s a necessary and
inevitable conclusion that if systemic wave interference exists, the human body is
a standing wave.! The skeptic may claim that this is a huge “If”. But the evidence
itself shows that such systemic interference is practically a foregone conclusion. To
reach the conclusion that the human body is a standing wave, it’s not necessary to
resort to string theory, a grand unified theory, a theory of everything, or to any other
exotic theory aimed a positing a long-sought explanation for how the most basic
physical forces of nature interact. In order to understand that the human body is
a standing wave, it’s not necessary to get any more exotic than classical physics and
common sense.

1 “Wave interference” and “electromagnetic interference” should not be confused. They
are not the same. This theodicy focuses on waves, whereas electromagnetic interference is
generally understood to be nuisance electromagnetism.
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CHAPTER A:
WavE PHYsIcS IN GENERAL

As Halliday and Resnick say in their undergraduate physics textbook,

Wave motion appears in almost every branch of physics. We are

all familiar with water waves. There are also sound waves, as

well as light waves, radio waves, and other electromagnetic waves.

One formulation of the mechanics of atoms and subatomic

particles is called wave mechanics. Clearly the properties and

behavior of waves are very important in physics.!
Given that an important subset of the field of biophysics is concerned with wave
mechanics within biological systems, it’s clear that wave physics is important to the
understanding of life in general. By reading this theodicy in its entirety, the reader
should also recognize that understanding wave physics facilitates the understanding
of the human condition, God, theology, the problem of evil, and the problem of
hell.? Unless one already understands wave physics, the place to start is with the
following brief, non-technical, freshman-level introduction to wave physics.

Sub-Chapter I:

How Traveling Waves Interact - Macroscopic Domain

If one stands on a shore watching waves come in, one is watching what physicists
call “traveling waves”. Such waves can be depicted mathematically as traveling in
space and time. If one sees a cork floating on the surface, where the cork is at
a maximum when at the top of a wave, and at a minimum when at the bottom
of a trough, then this action of the cork can be depicted mathematically as the
displacement of a particle in periodic motion.

[T]he displacement of a particle in periodic motion can always
be expressed in terms of sines and cosines. Because the term
harmonic is applied to expressions containing these functions,
periodic motion is often called harmonic motion.

1 Resnick, Robert, and Halliday, David; Physics, Part One, 3rd edition, 1977, John
Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, Chapter 19, “Waves in Elastic Media”, p. 404.

2 Anyone interested in other treatments of the problem of evil might be interested in
Jonathan Edwards’ thoughts on the problem. See Edwards, Jonathan, An Inquiry into
the Modern Prevailing Notions of that FREepom oF THE WILL which is supposed to be
essential to moral agency, virtue and vice, reward and punishment, praise and blame,
1754. Reprinted by Soli Deo Gloria, 2011, Grand Rapids, Michigan. PART 1v, SECT. 1x-X
(pp. 285-305 of Soli Deo Gloria edition).
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If a particle in periodic motion moves back and forth over the
same path, we call the motion oscillatory or vibratory. ...
Not only mechanical systems can oscillate. Radio waves,
microwaves, and visible light are oscillating magnetic and
electric field vectors.!
So seeing waves come in to shore is a macroscopic experience of what is happening
constantly in the electromagnetic spectrum that we all live in. One extremely
important difference between macroscopic waves traveling through the ocean,
on a lake, or in a bathtub, and electromagnetic traveling waves like radio waves,
microwaves, and visible light, is that macroscopic waves are clearly impeded, whereas
it’s not so clear that these other kinds of waves are impeded. The waves in the ocean
are impeded by the shore. They are impeded by the rocks or shore they run up
against, as well as by the friction that exists in virtually all macroscopic matter. Such
impedance terminates their existence as waves. Physicists often call such impedance
of wave motion “damping”.

If one stands near a seawall watching waves come in, one is likely to notice a
phenomenon that instantiates what physicists call the superposition principle. When
awave hits the seawall, it bounces off, reversing its direction. Then it meets incoming
waves, one at a time, and when incoming wave meets outgoing wave, the amplitudes
of the two waves are momentarily added to make a new wave that has a greater
amplitude than either of the two waves alone. The general principle that describes
this amplitude addition is called the “superposition principle”.

It is an experimental fact that for many kinds of waves rwo or
more waves can traverse the same space independently of one another.
The fact that waves act independently of one another means that
the distance of any particle at a given time is simply the sum of
the displacements that the individual waves alone would give it.
This process of vector addition of the displacements of a particle
is called superposition. ...

Forwavesindeformable media the superposition principle holds
whenever the mathematical relation between the deformation
and the restoring force is one of simple proportionality. Such
a relation is expressed mathematically by a linear equation. For
electromagnetic waves the superposition principle holds because
the mathematical relations between the electric and magnetic
fields are linear.?

1 Resnick & Halliday, Chapter 15, “Oscillations”, p. 299.
2 Resnick & Halliday, Chapter 19, “Waves in Elastic Media”, p. 410.
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At the seawall, when an outgoing wave and an incoming wave are traversing the
same space independently of one another, and the two waves meet, a cork that
happens to be floating at the intersection is lifted higher than it would be by either
one of the waves by itself. This shows that the superposition principle holds for
these two waves. After the momentary intersection of these two waves, the waves
continue traversing the same space independently. But when they intersected, the
superposition principle held momentarily, and their two amplitudes added to make
a momentary wave that was bigger than either wave by itself.

The superposition principle seems so obvious that it is worthwhile

to point out that it does not always hold. Superposition fails when

the equations governing wave motion are not linear. Physically

this happens when the wave disturbance is relatively large and

the ordinary linear laws of mechanical action no longer hold. ...

[Vliolent explosions create shock waves. Although

shock waves are longitudinal classic waves in air, they behave

differently from ordinary sound waves. The equation governing

their propagation is quadratic, and superposition does not hold.

With two very loud notes the ear hears something more than

just the two individual notes. Those familiar with the high-

fidelity apparatus will know that “intermodulation distortion”

between two tones arises when the system fails to combine the

tones linearly, and that this distortion is more apparent when

the amplitude of the tones is high. A more obvious physical

example is water waves. Ripples cannot travel independently

across breakers as they can across gentle swells.!
The important point here is that even though two or more waves may appear to
intersect, that doesn’t mean that the superposition principle holds. Nevertheless,
superposition is common. --- In this use of wave physics as a vehicle for theodicy, the
existence of waves, the existence of superposition, and the elimination of damping
are three factors that are crucial to the story.

When the superposition principle holds between two or more waves, the
waves are said to “interfere” with one another. At the seawall, when the crest of
the incoming wave met the crest of the outgoing wave, and the two amplitudes
added, there was “constructive interference”, meaning that the amplitudes of the
two waves added to momentarily make a single wave with an amplitude bigger than
the amplitude of either of the two waves. When the crest of the incoming wave met
the trough of the outgoing wave, there was “negative interference”, meaning that the
resulting amplitude was smaller than that of the incoming wave.

1 Resnick & Halliday, Chapter 19, “Waves in Elastic Media”, pp. 410-411.
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Interference refers to the physical effects of superimposing two or
more wavetrains. Let us consider two waves of equal frequency
and amplitude traveling with the same speed in the same
direction ... but with a phase difference ... between them.

Now let us find the resultant wave ... on the assumption that
superposition occurs ...

This resultant wave corresponds to a new wave having the
same frequency ... When [the phase difference] is zero, the
two waves have the same phase everywhere. The crest of one
corresponds to the crest of the other and likewise for the troughs.
The waves are then said to interfere constructively. The resultant
amplitude is just twice that of either wave alone. If [the phase
difference] is near 180° ... the resultant amplitude will be nearly
zero. When [the phase difference] is exactly 180°, the crest of one
wave corresponds exactly to the trough of the other. The waves
are then said to interfere destructively. The resultant amplitude
is zero.

In Fig. 19-92 we show the superposition of two wavetrains
almost in phase ... and in Fig. 19-94 the superposition of
two wavetrains almost 180° out of phase .... Notice that in
these figures the algebraic sum of the ordinates of the thin
(component) curves at any value of x equals the ordinate of the
thick (resultant) curve. The sum of two waves can, therefore,
have different values, depending on their phase relations.!

1

Resnick & Halliday, Chapter 19, “Waves in Elastic Media”, pp. 417-418.
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figure 19-9 caption:'

(a) The superposition of two waves of equal frequency and

amplitude that are almost in phase results in a wave of almost

twice the amplitude of either component. (4) The superposition

of two waves of equal frequency and amplitude and almost 180°

out of phase results in a wave whose amplitude is nearly zero.

Note that in both the resultant frequency is unchanged. (The

drawings correspond to the instant t=0.)
The spatial period of a wave is generally called the “wavelength”. The wavelength
is the distance over which the wave’s shape repeats. In watching waves come into
shore, the wavelength could be measured from the crest of one wave to the crest of
the following wave. So the wavelength includes both the crest and the trough. If
the sea was utterly flat, then any given wave’s amplitude would be zero. If the sea
were not utterly flat, then the amplitude would be measured as the height above zero.
Likewise, the negative amplitude of the trough would be measured as the depth

1 This figure is taken from Figure 19-9, Resnick & Halliday, Chapter 19, “Waves in
Elastic Media”, p. 418.
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below zero. Frequency is the number of cycles of a periodic process that occurs per
unit of time. If one wants to know the frequency of waves coming into shore, then
one could count the wave crests per minute, which would be the frequency.

In both of the two figures in Resnick and Halliday’s figure 19-9, the waves in
both instances are out of phase. If the wavelengths in each instance were equal, and
if the waves in each instance were perfectly in phase, then in each case, the result
would be constructive interference, with no destructive interference. Under such
circumstances, the waves are said to be what physicists call “coherent”, which means
that there is perfect constructive interference. Another way of saying this is to say
that the waves have a constant relative phase. Even if the wavelengths are equal, it’s
possible for a degree of phase shift to exist. In example (a), the waves are slightly out
of phase. In example (b), the two waves are close to 180° out of phase. --- Situations
like these two sets of overlapping waves might occur if one threw a pebble in a pool
of water, followed shortly thereafter by a second pebble.

The next figure shows two intersecting waves that have the same wavelength and
that are in phase, but they have different amplitudes.

/3
~

figure 19-10 caption:!

The addition of two waves of the same frequency and phase but

differing amplitudes (light lines) yields a third wave of the same

frequency and phase (heavy line)
If one stands at a seawall watching waves bounce off the wall, one can notice not
only that the peaks add, but so do the troughs. When two peaks meet they inzerfere
constructively, meaning that the two amplitudes add, thereby creating a third wave
that is bigger than either of the other two waves by itself. But when the phases of
two waves are such that a trough meets a peak, the two waves inzerfere destructively,
so that trough is added to peak, and the peak is lower and the trough is shallower,
thereby creating a momentary wave whose amplitude is minimized.? --- Resnick and

1 'This figure is taken from Figure 19-10, Resnick & Halliday, Chapter 19, “Waves in
Elastic Media”, p. 418.

2 For more on constructive and destructive interference, see Resnick & Halliday,
Chapter 19, “Waves in Elastic Media”, p. 419.
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Halliday’s figure 19-10 shows another, fourth factor that is crucial to this theodicy’s
story, in addition to (i)the existence of waves, (ii)the existence of superposition, and
(iii)the elimination of damping. This fourth factor is coherence, where coherence
has a technical meaning in wave physics, as already indicated. Coherence refers to
an ideal state in which two waves that are subject to the superposition principle are
in phase, and have the same wavelength. Coherence is the wave phenomenon that
allows lasers to have extraordinary power.

Sub-Chapter 2:

How Traveling Waves Interact - Electromagnetic Spectrum

In moving from the macroscopic realm into the microscopic realm, the basic
characteristics of waves do not change. In the microscopic realm, waves can still
interfere with one another so that the interaction between waves is constructive and/
or destructive, so that the wave’s existence, power, amplitude, ezc., can be damped,
and so that waves can sometimes be coherent.

As already indicated the objects of study in the microscopic realm of quantum
physics research have a dual character, being either particle-like or wave-like,
depending upon the test.

An astute observer of nature ... will find something fishy about
this ... discussion of interference: it does not seem to manifest
itself in everyday experiences with light. Sunlight streaming
through a window, for instance, doesn’t interfere with the light
emanating from a lamp inside the room. Something is missing
from our basic discussion of interference which explains why
some light fields, such as those produced from a single laser
source, produce interference patterns and others, such as sunlight,
seemingly produce no interference. The missing ingredient is
what is known as optical coherence ...

Optical coherence refers to the ability of a light wave to produce
interference patterns .... If two light waves are brought together
and they produce no interference pattern (no regions of increased
and decreased brightness), they are said to be incoberent; if they
produce a ‘perfect’ interference pattern (‘perfect’ in the sense
that regions of complete destructive interference exist), they are
said to be fully coherent. 1f the two light waves produce a ‘less-
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than-perfect’ interference pattern, they are said to be partially

coherent.!
In the case of sunlight streaming through a window and mixing randomly with
light emanating from a lamp, the multitude of light waves probably interact with
one another so that there is no sign of any degree of coherence, and therefore no
distinguishable interference of any kind. Even if these light waves interact with one
another linearly, their mutual interference is so inchoate that “they are said to be
incoherent”. 'The word “incoberent” is used here to distinguish light waves that show
no sign of being in phase from light waves that are much closer to being genuinely
coherent, such as in a laser.

The lack of coherence of the light from ordinary sources such

as glowing wires is due to the fact that the emitting atoms do

not act cooperatively (i.e., coherently). Since 1960 it has proved

possible to construct sources of visible light in which the atoms

do act cooperatively and in which the emitted light is highly

coherent. Such devices are called optical masers or lasers; their

light output is extremely monochromatic, intense, and highly

collimated.?
One of the obstacles to the recognition that the superposition principle must hold
between subatomic particles and atoms, between atoms and molecules, and between
molecules and living entities, so that such superposition is recognized as crucial to
the existence of both ordinary matter and biological life, has been the concern that
these relations might be nonlinear, and that superposition between these entities
might therefore not hold. In a related statement, Dr. Preparata says, “the great
successes of Laser Physics (LP), where the subtle order brought about by the coherent
intersection between the electromagnetic field and the atomic systems shines in full
glory, paradoxically and ironically, have grown into a sort of psychological barrier
to recognizing its presence in the quantum mechanical ground states of condensed

matter.”?

In other words, the display of wave coherence between electromagnetic
radiation and atoms, as such coherence is brought about by lasers, has been so
profound, that such success acts as a psychological barrier to seeing wave coherence
in ordinary solids and liquids. --- It may be true that Dr. Preparata is focusing
on wave coherence, where coherence is a special kind of interference. But because

coherence is a special kind of interference, if there is no interference, there can

1 Gbur, Gregory J., associate professor of physics at University of North Carolina at
Charlotte. --- URL: http://skullsinthestars.com/2008/09/03/optics-basics-coherence/.
2 Halliday, David, and Resnick, Robert; Physics, Part II, 1962, John Wiley & Sons,
Inc., New York, Chapter 47, “Interference”, p. 1077.

3 Preparata, pp. vii-viii.


http://skullsinthestars.com/2008/09/03/optics-basics-coherence/
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be no coherence. The psychological barrier that Preparata refers to is not only a
barrier to recognizing that coherence can exist in liquid and solid matter. It’s also
a psychological barrier to acknowledging that the superposition principle holds in
such matter, and therefore in living beings. --- Even to knowledgeable lay observers,
it should be obvious that macroscopic physical objects, including living bodies, could
not coalesce from subatomic particles and atoms into such macroscopic physical
entities, unless superposition holds. After examining traveling waves, maybe this is
not so obvious. But after examining standing waves, it should be obvious.

Sub-Chapter 3:
How Standing Waves Interact - Macroscopic Domain

Now that the properties and behavior of traveling waves are sufficiently exposed,
both in the macroscopic and quantum realms, it’s possible to examine the properties
and behavior of standing waves, also known as “stationary waves”. Standing waves
are crucial to the understanding of living organisms based on concepts developed in
wave physics. At the macroscopic, mechanical level of perception, standing waves
can be generally understood in terms of oscillation and resonance.

[A] bridge vibrates under the influence of marching soldiers, the
housing of a motor vibrates owing to periodic impulses from an
irregularity in the shaft, and a tuning fork vibrates when exposed
to the periodic force of a sound wave. The oscillations that result
are called forced oscillations. These forced oscillations have the
frequency of the external force and not the natural frequency
of the body. However, the response of the body depends on
the relation between the forced and the natural frequency. A
succession of small impulses applied at the proper frequency can
produce an oscillation of large amplitude. A child using a swing
learns that by pumping at proper time intervals he can make
the swing move with a large amplitude. The problem of forced
oscillations is a very general one. Its solution is useful in acoustic
systems, alternating current circuits, and atomic physics as well
as in mechanics.!

In the mechanical realm, when  forced oscillations” reach a large amplitude that is
near “the natural frequency of the body”, the physical body that is subject to the
forced oscillations is subject to resonance.

[Wlhenever a system capable of oscillating is acted on by a
periodic series of impulses having a frequency equal or nearly

1 Resnick & Halliday, Chapter 15, “Oscillations”, p. 323.
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equal to one of the natural frequencies of oscillation of the

system, the system is set into oscillation with a relatively large

amplitcude. This phenomenon is called resonance ... and the

system is said to resonate with the applied impulses.

We ... encounter resonance conditions ... in sound, in

electromagnetism, in optics, and in atomic and nuclear

physics.!
At the macroscopic level, resonance is usually understood to exist as a function of
forced oscillations. But it is understood to be a function of the natural vibrational
frequency of whatever object is the target of such forced oscillation. For example, if
soldiers march in formation over a bridge, they might set the bridge into vibrating at
the bridge’s harmonic frequency, so that the entire bridge might be prone to collapse.
This would certainly be a macroscopic resonance effect. Resonance is where the
frequency of forced oscillation approaches the natural frequency of the target system.
So it’s reasonable to envision macroscopic resonance as the superposition principle as
it exists between a traveling wavetrain and a standing wave.

In order to relate this kind of oscillatory behavior to traveling waves, it’s necessary
to understand oscillatory behavior and resonance in terms of standing waves.

In a one-dimensional body of finite size, such as a taut string held
by two clamps a distance / apart, traveling waves in the string
are reflected from the boundaries of the body, that is, from the
clamps. Each such reflection gives rise to a wave traveling in the
string in the opposite direction. The reflected waves add to the
incident waves according to the principle of superposition.
Consider two wavetrains of the same frequency, speed, and
amplitude which are traveling in opposite directions along a string.
... Characteristic of a standing wave ... is the fact that the amplitude
is not the same for different particles but varies with the location x of
the particle. ... [Where] the amplitude ... has a maximum value
... points are called antinodes and are spaced one-half wavelength
apart. [Where the] amplitude has a minimum value of zero ...
[the] points are called nodes and are spaced one-half wavelength
apart. The separation between a node and an adjacent antinode
is one quarter wavelength.?

Wavelength can be defined as the length along the horizontal axis from a point at
which amplitude is zero and rising at the origin of the x and y axes, to the point
immediately to the right at which the amplitude is again zero and rising.

1 Resnick & Halliday, Chapter 19, “Waves in Elastic Media”, p. 424.
2 Resnick & Halliday, Chapter 19, “Waves in Elastic Media”, pp. 420-421.
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Oscillating strings often vibrate so rapidly that the eye perceives
only a blur whose shape is that of the envelope of the motion.
See Fig. 19-17.

The superposition of an incident wave and a reflected wave,
being the sum of two waves traveling in opposite directions, will
give rise to a standing wave.!

Antinode Antinode Antinode

figure 19-17 caption:’

The envelope of a standing wave, corresponding to a time
exposure of the motion and showing the patterns of nodes and
antinodes.

15

The superposition principle in regard to macroscopic standing waves works largely

the same way the superposition principle works for traveling waves. In Resnick

and Halliday’s figure 19-15, each of the standing waves, (@), (4), (¢), and (d) that

appears in row 3, is a result of the interference of the traveling waves in rows 1 and

2. Although these standing waves might be understood to exist on a violin or guitar,

the same principle applies in the electromagnetic field.?

1 Resnick & Halliday, Chapter 19, “Waves in Elastic Media”, pp. 422-423.

2 'This figure is taken from Figure 19-17, Resnick & Halliday, Chapter 19, “Waves in
Elastic Media”, p. 423.

3 “[TThe nodes of any vibrating elastic body are fixed by certain functions of position
which are called the eigenfunctions of the problem. In general, these functions are

not sinusoidal functions but are functions that become zero for certain values of the
coordinates. The determination of these functions and the corresponding values of the
eigenfrequencies is an important problem in atomic, nuclear, and solid-state physics.
They characterize the behavior of such systems. It is in quantum mechanics that the
procedure has been successfully worked out for microscopic systems. The results however
bear striking analogy to the results of classical vibration and wave theory, as applied to
macroscopic systems.” --- Resnick & Halliday, Chapter 20, “Sound Waves”, p. 443.
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(@) (b) (c) (d)

figure 19-15 caption:'

Standing waves as the superposition of left- and right-going

waves; 1 and 2 are components, 3 the resultant.
One extremely important fact about any oscillating system pertains to damping. If
a spring is set oscillating, or a pendulum is set swinging, there are forces in nature
that generally impede the oscillation. For example, gravity works to impede the
swinging of a pendulum, and friction usually works to impede the oscillation of a
spring.

In order to finish this brief, non-technical, freshman-level introduction to wave
physics, as an essential prerequisite for establishing the ideological foundations for
this theodicy’s protracted story, there is one final subject: standing waves as they
exist in the electromagnetic, microscopic, quantum realm.

Sub-Chapter 4:
How Standing Waves Interact - Electromagnetic Spectrum
(Electromagnetic Wave Interference in Matter)

What's true about standing waves in the macroscopic realm is generally also true
about standing waves in the microscopic, electromagnetic, quantum realm. The
most significant difference between standing waves in the two respective realms is
that damping is prevalent in the macroscopic realm, while it is not so prevalent in
the microscopic realm. But before speaking of this relative absence of damping in

1 'This figure is taken from Figure 19-15, Resnick & Halliday, Chapter 19, “Waves in
Elastic Media”, p. 422.
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the microscopic realm, it’s important to establish that the dual, wave-particle nature
of things like photons also exists in ordinary matter.
In 1924 Louis de Broglie of France reasoned that (@) nature
is strikingly symmetrical in many ways; () our observable
universe is composed entirely of light and matter; (¢) if light
has a dual, wave-particle nature, perhaps matter has also. Since
matter was then regarded as being composed of particles, de
Broglie’s reasoning suggested that one should search for a wave-
like behavior for matter.!
Following this line of reasoning, and using the already-established fact that light has
a dual, wave-particle nature,
De Broglie assumed that the wavelength of the predicted
matter waves was given by the same relationship that held for
light ...
De Broglie predicted ... the wavelength of matter waves.*

De Broglie’s prediction was tested with experiments with electrons emanating from
a heated filament. The evidence from such experiments, “combined with much
similar evidence”, provided “convincing argument for believing that electrons are
wave-like”.?
Notonly electrons butall other particles, charged or uncharged,
show wave-like characteristics. ...
The evidence for the existence of matter waves ... is strong

indeed. Nevertheless, the evidence that matter is composed of

particles remains equally strong .... Thus, for matter as for light,

we must face up to the existence of a dual character; matter

behaves in some circumstances like a particle and in others like a

wﬂv€.4
These experiments with beams of electrons certainly proved that matter, like light,
has this dual nature. But these experiments pertained to traveling waves. In
order to explain how electrons can exist in “orbits” around atomic nuclei, it was
necessary to translate equations pertinent to standing waves in the macroscopic
realm into equations pertinent to standing waves in the microscopic realm. One
of the characteristics of standing waves in both realms is that they are “quantized”.
Examples of this in the macroscopic realm exist in harmonics on violin and guitar
strings, which are marked by nodes, as in Resnick and Halliday’s figure 19-17. De

Halliday & Resnick, Chapter 48, “Waves and Particles”, p. 1200.
Halliday & Resnick, Chapter 48, “Waves and Particles”, p. 1200.
Halliday & Resnick, Chapter 48, “Waves and Particles”, p. 1203.
Halliday & Resnick, Chapter 48, “Waves and Particles”, p. 1203.

BN~
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Broglie was able to make such a translation of mathematics that describe macroscopic
standing waves into equivalent mathematics that describe microscopic standing
waves.
De Broglie was able to derive the Bohr quantization condition
for angular momentum by applying proper boundary conditions
to matter waves in the hydrogen atom.!
Erwin Schrodinger expanded De Broglie’s work into one of the crucial formulations
of quantum mechanics.
The idea that the stationary states in atoms correspond to
standing matter waves was taken up by Erwin Schrodinger in
1926 and used by him as the foundation of wave mechanics, one
of several equivalent formulations of quantum physics.?
There have been countless empirical studies since the 1920s that have verified that
electrons exist as quantized standing waves around the nuclei of stable atoms. This
is in addition to their recognized existence as particles.

One extremely important question about such standing waves is, do they run
down? In other words, the same way a guitar or violin string will eventually stop
vibrating, due to the effects of damping and resistance, does an electron standing
wave around an atomic nucleus stop vibrating, and cease to be a standing wave?
--- The evidence is overwhelming that the same way a photon can travel countless
light years through space, without having its wave nature diminished or damped, an
electron in its ground state around an atomic nucleus can exist undamped for eons.
So while overwhelming evidence indicates that in the macroscopic realm, standing
waves are practically always damped, the evidence indicates the opposite in the
microscopic realm. The law of inertia applies in both realms, as well as to traveling
and standing waves and particles. The law says that every body persists in its state of
rest or uniform motion unless compelled to change by an outside force. The reason
damping is the general rule in the macroscopic realm is because outside forces are
the rule. The surface of the earth is replete with motion and change, which is the
general reason violin strings and guitar strings stop vibrating. In contrast, damping
is not the general rule in the microscopic realm, which is why electrons do not stop
vibrating as standing waves around stable atomic nuclei. They do not run down.
Such quantum standing waves are generally not damped, and are stable unless some
kind of outside force interferes.

1 Halliday & Resnick, Chapter 48, “Waves and Particles”, p. 1204.
2 Halliday & Resnick, Chapter 48, “Waves and Particles”, p. 1204.
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Sub-Chapter 5:
Uncertainty Principle with Disclaimer

With the discovery of the dual nature of both light and matter, physicists were
faced with a puzzle regarding how to explain their research data, and how to continue
their research. The mathematical descriptions of these things that have both wave
and particle attributes are dependent upon probabilities, because the actual location
of the particle can never be ascertained, but only predicted probabilistically. Being
physicists, and not metaphysicists, the limits of their science was being strained by
difficulties in measurement.

Only those quantities that can be measured have any real
meaning in physics. If we could focus a “super” microscope
on an electron in an atom and see it moving around in an orbit,
we would declare that such orbits have meaning. However, we
shall show that iz is fundamentally impossible to make such an
observation--even with the most ideal instruments that could
conceivably be constructed. Therefore, we declare that such
orbits have no physical meaning.
We observe the moon traveling around the earth by means of
the sunlight that it reflects in our direction. Now light transfers
linear momentum to an object from which it is reflected. In
principle, this reflected light would disturb the course of the
moon in its orbit, although a little thought shows that this
disturbing effect is negligible.!
One billiard ball hitting another billiard ball is an example of the first billiard ball
transferring linear momentum to the second billiard ball. According to classical
physics, the same situation should exist when a photon hits the moon. But a photon
hitting the moon is negligible in the same way that the effect of a light beam from
a lamp, hitting a reader’s book, has no noticeable impact on the book, other than
to illuminate it to the reader. It’s not like the book was hit with a billiard ball.
Likewise, a light beam hitting the moon has no noticeable impact on the moon,
other than to illuminate it. But when an electron in an atomic “orbit” is hit by a
photon, the situation is very different from macroscopic objects.
For electrons the situation is quite different. Here, too, we
can hope to “see” the electron only if we reflect light, or another
particle, from it. In this case the recoil that the electron
experiences when the light (photon) bounces from it completely

1 Halliday & Resnick, Chapter 48, “Waves and Particles”, p. 1210.
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alters the electron’s motion in a way that cannot be avoided or
even corrected for.

It is not surprising that the probability curve ... is the most

detailed information that we can hope to obtain, by measurement,

about the distribution of negative charge into the hydrogen

atom. If orbits such as those envisaged by Bohr existed, they

would be broken up completely in our attempts to verify their

existence. Under these circumstances, we prefer to say that it

is the probability function, and not the orbits, that represents

physical reality.

Our inherent inability to describe the motions of electrons

in a classical way finds expression in the uncertainty principle,

enunciated by Werner Heisenberg in 1927.!
When a photon traveling wave encounters an electron standing wave in its “orbit”
around an atomic nucleus, the standard explanation says that the electron goes into
an excited state, then simultaneously emits an equivalent photon and returns to
its normal standing-wave status. But all attempts at measuring the location of the
quantum particle distort the measurement process, because “it is fundamentally
impossible to make such an observation”. So rather than attempt to describe the motion
of quantum particles by the methods used in classical physics, physicists describe
such motion using a “probability function”. In other words, they describe such
motion as a function of chance. This is a perfectly legitimate usage of probabilistic
mathematics. So the uncertainty principle is true in the sense that it’s a necessary
accommodation if physicists hope to continue research in spite of the perceptual
barrier. But when physicists attempt to conceptualize what’s going on, and when
they attempt to communicate with one another or with lay observers about what’s
going on, they are prone to serious confusion. The confusion relates directly and
indirectly to chance being embedded in their descriptions of objective reality. So
even though this theodicy is based on the marvelous discoveries of modern physics,
disclaimers are necessary to avoid serious epistemological errors that are common in
modern physics.

DISCLAIMER: As long as the probability function / chance is recognized
as a mere accommodation to an insurmountable perceptual barrier, such usage
is innocent, legitimate, and necessary. The uncertainty princz])/e is necessary to
the process of experimentation, and this theodicy follows numerous reputable
authorities in accepting its necessary existence in the physics enterprise. Even so, as
a probability function, it expresses the concept of chance. Chance does not exist in

1 Halliday & Resnick, Chapter 48, “Waves and Particles”, pp. 1210-1211.



Sub-Chapter 5, Uncertainty Principle with Disclaimer

21

nature. Chance is a cognitive device that humans use in dealing with complexity

in nature.

When scientists attribute instrumental power to chance, they
have left the domain of physics and resorted to magic. Chance
is their magic wand to make not only rabbits but entire universes
appear out of nothing. ... The classical scientific method consists
of the marriage of induction and deduction, of the empirical and
the rational. Attributing instrumental causal power to chance
vitiates deduction and the rational. It is manifest irrationality,
which is not only bad philosophy but horrible science as well.!

When “scientists attribute instrumental power to chance”, they violate the law of
causality by assuming that self-creation is possible. This happens by assuming that
something exists objectively when it does not exist objectively. In essence, scientists

who attribute instrumental power to chance are claiming authority to redefine

the physical universe to accommodate their perceptual disabilities. Chance and

probabilistic mathematics have no more ontological existence than mathemartical
lines and points. But this problem with attributing instrumental power to chance is

not the only problem that shows how rogue modern physics has become.

Empirical scientists may disparage philosophy, ontology, and
epistemology, but they cannot escape them. Science involves
the quest for knowledge. Any such quest, by necessity, involves
some commitment to epistemology. The epistemology of
irrationalism is fatal to all science because it makes knowledge
of anything impossible. Ifa truth’s contrary can also be true, no
truth about anything can possibly be known.?

Goingback atleast to Niels Bohr, physicists have been rejecting sound epistemological
foundations not only by violating the law of causality, but also by violating the law

of noncontradiction. This shows up in Bohr’s dictum.

Niels Bohr’s dictum “A great truth is a truth of which the
contrary is also a truth” stirred up great controversy. The
controversy still rages. Carl Sagan, in an appendix to his popular
work Cosmos, writes: “To take a modern example, consider the
aphorism by the great twentieth-century physicist, Niels Bohr:
“The opposite of every great idea is another great idea.” If the

1 R.C. Sproul, Not a Chance: The Myth of Chance in Modern Science & Cosmology,
1994, Baker Academic, Grand Rapids, Michigan, pp. 9-10.
2 Sproul, Not a Chance, p. 18.
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statement were true, its consequences might be at least a little

perilous.™

When physicists violate both the law of noncontradiction and the law of causality,
they are essentially making a religious or philosophical assertion, as though they are
devotees of some bizarre religion.

In conclusion, this theodicy affirms the legitimate use of the uncertainty principle
in quantum physics. However, it also rejects as specious all claims by scientists that
are based on dubious epistemological foundations. Separating the specious from the
reliable is a major house-cleaning operation that is outside the scope of the present
work. Even so, the science that this work relies on is generally valid and does not
violate reliable epistemology.

1 Sproul, Not a Chance, p. 57. --- Sproul quotes Carl Sagan, Cosmos (New York:
Random, 1980), p. 547; (New York: Ballantine, 1985), p. 289. --- Sagan quotes Bohr.
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CHAPTER B:
ORGANISMIC STANDING WAVES

Sub-Chapter I:
The Wave Nature of the Human Body

The most crucial thing to understand from this rudimentary examination of
wave physics is that all the objects in the human being’s everyday life are constructed
with both wave and particle attributes, and more specifically, they are all built
through constructive wave interference. So given the massive evidence for the wave
nature of matter, one would need to be a radical skeptic to reject the claim that
everyday objects in the ordinary person’s ordinary field of perception exist as distinct
objects due to electromagnetic wave interaction. In other words, within the domain
of people who understand wave physics, only radical skeptics reject the proposition
that ordinary physical objects of all kinds are manifestations of electromagnetic
standing waves. So regardless of whether one is speaking of animal, mineral, or
vegetable; gas, solid, or liquid; animate or inanimate; human or non-human; all
physical objects and substances have attributes of electromagnetic standing waves.
To argue otherwise is to exercise radical skepticism that belies all claims to being a
truth seeker. If the reader now understands that the evidence establishing the wave
nature of matter is overwhelming, then it’s possible to start moving the focus to
biological systems.

If the above wave physics is accepted as true, or at least highly probable, then
it’s inevitably also true that all physical entities one encounters on a day-to-day
basis exist as functions of both particle and wave attributes. String theorists may
claim that particles are themselves the effects and expressions of standing waves.
It’s not necessary to indulge in such speculation in order to proceed to the point of
this theodicy. It’s only necessary to consider the ramifications of life forms being
standing waves by way of wave interaction. So as physical creatures, all humans can
theoretically be described as functions of wave interaction.

Based on wave physics, no multi-atomic physical entity can exist as a physical
entity without electromagnetic standing waves glomming together at the atomic
level. Electrons cleave to the atomic nucleus, forming standing waves around the
nucleus and with each other. Then atoms cleave to one another by way of electron
standing-wave interaction, and the atoms thereby form multi-atomic physical entities.
Different kinds of atoms glom together to form molecules; so molecules and atoms
glom together to form physical entities. If atoms and molecules glom together to
form a rock, then all the atoms and molecules that go into that rock’s existence
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are glomming together to form a single standing wave, where the standing wave
manifests itself as a rock. If the entity is a gas or a liquid, then similar glomming
electromagnetic waves exist.

If a multi-atomic physical entity is some form of life, then regardless of whether
the entity is human, animal, vegetable, or microbial, standing electromagnetic-wave
interference is crucial to the entity’s cohesion as a living entity. So, (i)standing
waves glomming together at the subatomic level is necessary to the integrity of
atoms; (ii)standing waves glomming together at the atomic level is necessary to
the integrity of molecules; (iii)standing waves glomming together at the molecular
level is necessary to the integrity of microscopic cellular organelles; (iv)standing
waves glomming together at the organelle level is necessary to the integrity of living
cells; (v)standing waves glomming together at the cellular level is necessary to the
integrity of endogenous organs within multicellular organismic standing waves;
and (vi) standing waves glomming together at the level of endogenous organs is
necessary to the integrity of the organism as a multicellular organismic standing
wave. According to common sense, all of this glomming at each level happens
through wave interference. So according to common sense, at each level there are
standing waves, and the end result of all this wave interference is an entity that exists
as a singular standing wave.

In the details, there is no doubt that this is all extremely complex. But common
sense demands that the result of all this wave interference within the organism’s
physical body is the existence of a single standing wave based on electromagnetic
standing-wave interference. There are standing waves at the atomic level whose waves
superpose on one another to form molecules, whose waves superpose on one another
to form organelles, whose waves superpose on one another to form cells, whose
waves superpose on one another to form organs, whose waves superpose on one
another to form the organism. So electromagnetic standing waves are foundational
to the existence of all physical organisms. In fact, physical organisms can only exist
as living entities by way of electromagnetic standing-wave interference.

Specifically how all this superposition works at every level of organization is
extremely complex. That cohesion of the organism is based on superposition of
standing waves is common sense and is relatively simple to understand. Buta detailed
description of how it works with respect to the role of DNA, cell formation, cell
differentiation, cell replication, formation of organelles, and all the other phenomena
that are crucial to the organism’s existence and attributes cannot be ascertained by
anyone right now, because much of it is still unknown. But that it is done, and
that all of these endogenous processes are based on superposition of standing waves,
along with other electromagnetic phenomena, is now almost impossible to deny.
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Before starting the theodicy, per se, which will begin with a discussion of the
possibility of the perpetual existence of an organismic standing wave, it's important
to speak further about the intermediate standing waves between the atomic level
and the organismic standing wave. Such intermediate endogenous standing waves
are the target of a whole field of weapons research. By briefly examining these
intermediate standing waves from the angle of weapons research, it should become
undeniably clear how real this electromagnetic standing-wave science is. It is not
purely theoretical. It is not merely “new age” and occult fantasies. It is not based
on dubious epistemological foundations, even if this weapons research has dubious
moral foundations. This application of standing-wave science to biological entities
encompasses a whole field of very real physical phenomena.

I's common knowledge that all living organisms consist of living cells. Some
organisms are unicellular, and some are multicellular. Regardless of whether the
organism is unicellular or multicellular, every organism is subject to the wave physics
described above. The way that this happens is summarized well by Dr. Nicholas
Begich in one of his books:

Inside each cell is DNA imprinted with the genetic code that
controls every aspect of what we are as physical beings. The
genetic code controls the development of the cell and production
of proteins within the cells. The proteins provide structure to
the cell and serve as part of the chemical processes that combine
with food, producing the energy and the components needed for
cells to continue to self-generate.

The body breaks down the foods we take into our bodies and
captures the simplest molecules, and energy components, and
then delivers them to the cells. This process of breaking down
foods, and selecting the right molecules, represents the chemical
code the body recognizes.

All of the chemical reactions in the cells are driven
by electromagnetic oscillations, pulsations, vibrations or
frequencies of the vibrating atoms and substances that make up
their composition. This is the frequency code of all of atoms,
molecules, cells, and components of any living organism. All
physical mactter is vibrating, energetically at some level, with the
-- rate of vibration specific to the material just like the genetic code
is specific to our physical make-up.

The body only utilizes certain organic molecules in its
processes. The unique frequency codes of those organic
molecules serve as the mechanical switches and regulators
for living organisms. Every place in the body that there is an
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exact resonant frequency match activated there is resonance,
when their unique code is recognized the correct molecules are
absorbed. All cells and cell groups have their own resonant
frequencies built into their structure with the energy exchanges
taking place on the surface of each cell.

All physical matter is composed of systems in motion at their
smallest atomic and subatomic levels. Everything in creation is
composed of the same basic elements or building blocks, but in
their unique combinations, they have the individual fingerprints
of a resonant frequency. When a substance’s natural vibration
rate encounters other energy sources vibrating at the exact same
rate, there is a transfer of energy between them that results in
a biological reaction. The resonating material is coupled, or
joined, with the energy source, which then directly impacts the
targeted material. ...

The resonant frequency of a substance is defined as its
vibration rate under its normal and natural condition. When
a material is activated by interaction with another source of
energy at the same resonant frequency a more powerful and
intensive response occurs. If energy is pulse-modulated into
the substance a significant change can be created in the codes of
the human body which is why resonance is such an import[ant]
part of any of these discussions. Resonance is one of the
significant keys to bridging the physics of materials science with
organic chemistry, which will lead to the greatest breakthroughs
in medical science in the 21st century.

Another very important discovery in both electronics and
physiology were liquid crystals. ... In living things liquid
crystals also exist as organic molecules and have characteristics

of both solids and liquids.

Inside and outside of each cell are liquid crystal organic
molecules that will resonate with any outside source of energy
where there is a frequency match. They will begin to vibrate at
higher states of energy when an outside source is introduced, just
like in electronics, when a radio station transmitter and home
receiver frequency’s match. ... The energy charge on the inside
and outside of cells can also be manipulated, in various forms, to
change the liquid crystals, sort of like living microcircuits.

All processes that build up and break down the cells and
chemicals of the body are controlled by electromagnetic
oscillations. The metabolic processes are processes that can
be influenced through applied external energy sources of low
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power when they share the same frequency codes. When

the laws of physics are applied to the materials that make up

the human body a much different set of possibilities begins

to emerge. Manipulation of the frequency codes of living

things can change them in more direct and powerful ways than

chemicals because the delivery systems are precise and only effect

the targeted materials, elements, molecules, cells, organs, etc.!
The most essential thing to understand in this summary is what Dr. Begich calls the
“frequency code”. It’s certainly important that from the moment of conception, the
“genetic code” is the controlling influence on the development of the physical body.
And it’s certainly important that the body’s “chemical code” orchestrates all the
biochemical interactions that are necessary for the organism’s survival. But as far as
understanding the basic wave nature of life is concerned, the concept of frequency is
critical, and the genetic code and chemical code are subsumed thereby.

As indicated above, every standing wave has a frequency. Frequency is the
number of cycles of a periodic process that occurs per unit of time. With regard to
the physical body, frequency is the rate of vibration of an atom, a molecule, a set of
molecules that constitute a cellular organelle (like mitochondria, cell nucleus, cell
membrane, ezc.), the organelles and migratory molecules that constitute cells, cell
groups that are essentially internal organs (stomach, colon, lungs, heart, muscles,
nervous system, ezc.), all the way up to the single standing wave that is the living
body. These all have frequencies, evidenced by the fact that they are all standing
waves. Logic says each level is a standing wave by way of the superposition principle.
Evidence in the form of research and patents confirms the conclusion of this logic.
Each of these standing waves can be affected by electromagnetic radiation that
vibrates at the same frequency. The frequency of the standing wave is the natural
frequency of the atom, molecule, organelle, cell, ezc., and in undamped systems, the
natural frequency is the same as the “resonant frequency”. So the resonant frequency
is the frequency at which a periodic outside force of equal frequency causes the
system’s amplitude of oscillation to increase. So resonance can be understood to
be the superposition principle as it exists between a traveling wave and a standing

wave.

1 Begich, Nick, Controlling the Human Mind: The Technologies for Political
Control or Tools for Peak Performance; 2006; Earthpulse Press Inc., P.O.Box 201393;
Anchorage, Alaska 99520; 1-907-249-9111, pp. 14-16. --- URL: http://www.earthpulse.
com.


http://www.earthpulse.com
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Regarding “liquid crystal organic molecules”, “[L]iquid crystal structures are
found throughout nature, including the cell walls of the human body.” These
liquid crystal organic molecules are especially noteworthy because they act as
radio receivers at cell walls. The same way radios and televisions work by way of
resonance established by way of a frequency match between transmitter and receiver,
communication between an exogenous transmitter and a living cell can be established
by way of a frequency match between an outside source of electromagnetic traveling
waves and liquid crystal organic molecules in and on the cell.

What happens when an external electromagnetic field is in
resonance with a biological molecule, then the same type of
molecule will experience an energy exchange through induced
electron flow and electromagnetic coupling. Researchers ...
have shown that the cells of the body are like filters or tuners
that only recognize a corresponding electromagnetic signal that
matches with their own. Electromagnetic coupling allows
the creation of very specific “controlled effects” over any aspect
of a living creature. Once decoded, the understanding of the
frequency codes of the body, brain and mind can be applied to
people ...

When living things are also recognized as very complex
living biophysical nanocircuits, and the laws of physics applied,
very specific outcomes will always follow. There is a principle
of electromagnetic induction where an electric current can
be induced in a conductive material by just moving a magnet
along the material. You can also measure the magnetic field
created when a current flows through a conductive material. A
transformer is a device that transfers electrical energy from
one electric circuit to another through magnetic induction
while the frequency stays constant. Induction is how energy is
transferred in living things as well.?

“Electromagnetic coupling” is also known as “radiative coupling”. In physics,
“coupling” is defined simply as the existence of interaction between two systems. If
the two systems are a transmitter of electromagnetic radiation (like a traditional
radio or television station) and a receiver of electromagnetic radiation (like a
radio or television), then it makes sense that the coupling could be called either
“electromagnetic” or “radiative”.

1 Clarknet News Archive, A. James Clark School of Engineering, University of
Maryland, “NSF Grant Supports Liquid Crystal Research” --- URL: http://clarknet.eng.
umd.edu/news/news_story.php?id=4637.

2 Begich, pp. 17-18.


http://clarknet.eng.umd.edu/news/news_story.php?id=4637
http://clarknet.eng.umd.edu/news/news_story.php?id=4637
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“Induction”, also known as “electromagneticinduction”, a phenomenon described
by “Faraday’s law of induction”! is essentially the creation of an electric current
through a conductor by moving a magnet close to the conductor. Such movement
of a magnet near a conductor causes electron flow. Radiative / electromagnetic
coupling by way of resonance between exogenous electromagnetic traveling waves
and organic molecules causes electrons in those molecules to go into excited states,
which tends to cause electron flow / current.

It is well known that high energy electromagnetic fields, or
ionizing radiation, can cause heating, ionization and damage
to living tissue. ... [T]he subtle energy of the body is much more
interesting. It is at these lower levels of energy, or non-ionizing
radiation levels, that the resonance effects of the frequency
code are found. It is in the subtle energy transfers between
materials where we find the drivers of living things.?

“An ion is a charged atom or molecule. It is charged because the number of electrons
do not equal the number of protons in the atom or molecule.”™ So “ionizing radiation”
is radiation that causes atoms and molecules to become electrically charged, either
negatively or positively. “Non-ionizing radiation” is electromagnetic radiation that
does not cause atoms and molecules to be charged. From non-ionizing radiation,
electrons may go into states of excitation, but that doesn’t mean that they become
dislodged from the nucleus of the atom. The research and patents cited below show
that the frequency codes of the human body are generally at energy levels too low to
cause ionization. This is true even though the normal electrical phenomena within
the body are heavily dependent upon the existence of ions. The distinction here is
that the normal, natural bodily ions came into their endogenous existence as ions
through chemical mechanisms, and not generally through ionizing radiation.

Radio and television waves are created by the production
of pulsing electromagnetic charges with each different station
broadcasting on a specific frequency. This frequency is always
the same and where the radio or television station is on the dial.
It is called the carrier wave. It is the information transferred on
a carrier wave that is translated by the electronics of a radio or
television receiver as either sound or sound and picture. Over
one hundred years ago Nikola Tesla discovered that a carrier
wave could be used to carry other signals called signal waves. A

1 Halliday & Resnick, Chapter 48, “Waves and Particles”, pp. 870-873.
2 Begich, pp. 19-20.
3 URL: http://qrg.northwestern.edu/projects/vss/docs/propulsion/1-what-is-an-ion.html.


http://qrg.northwestern.edu/projects/vss/docs/propulsion/1-what-is-an-ion.html
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signal wave is what actually delivers the electronic code that the
electronic circuits sort out and deliver as the image or sound.

When a signal wave is placed on a carrier wave we get what
is called modulation. Modulation can be thought of as a small
pulsation that either effects the height of the wave, also known
as amplitude, or effects the distance between pulses, represented
as pulses per second (hertz), or what we call frequency. What
makes radio and television work is the combination of the
carrier wave with a signal wave. When these are received by
a radio or television set the combined signal is sent through the
electronics of the receiver and projected on a screen as an image,
or through a speaker as sound. The human body also translates
external signals through its biocircuits in the same way.

We can also think of the whole body, an organ, cell, molecule,
element or atom as a transducer (converting energy) and a
receiving antenna (receiving energy) tuned to the exact signal
wave on a carrier wave. When a receiving antenna picks up a
signal of a broadcast station, and a circuit is tuned to that signal,
resonance occurs and the received signal is increased in signal
strength through amplification by the electronic circuit. Again,
when we look at the human organism, which is constructed of
what are essentially cellular biological oscillators, we see that
the body can translate the information in the signal wave and
transfer energy from the carrier wave through the same laws of
physics applied to radio and television.!

As indicated by Begich, the research shows that atoms, molecules, cellular organelles,
cells, organs (meaning cell groups formed in the cell differentiation process), and
the organism itself are all receivers and transducers for low energy electromagnetic
traveling waves. This means that not only the lungs, the heart, the stomach, the
colon, ezc., are subject to this kind of resonance. So is the central nervous system,
including the brain. This means that thoughts and feelings are theoretically subject
to such resonance. The research shows that this vulnerability to exogenous sources
of resonance is not merely theoretical, but is a fact, including the manipulation of
thoughts and feelings via resonance with the central nervous system.

A “transducer” is merely a device for converting one type of energy into another.
For example, Edison’s incandescent light bulb converts electrical power into visible
light. It is therefore a kind of transducer. Likewise, a radio antenna converts
electromagnetic waves into electricity if it’s a receiving antenna, and it converts
electricity into radiating electromagnetic waves if it’s a transmitting antenna.

1 Begich, pp. 20-21.
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Likewise, the brain can be thought of as converting nerve impulses into thoughts
and feelings. Even though thoughts and feelings are not strictly speaking physical,
it makes sense that the brain is some kind of transducer.
Researchers are now showing that frequency modulation

of cell membrane receptors, which function as antennas/

transducers, transfer signals that are understood by the cells.

Researchers have shown that all physiological processes from

metabolic functions, nerve impulses and even thoughts are

defined by their internal codes, which dictate how they interact

with other energy sources of many kinds. The greatest advances

are represented in the increased understanding of the genetic

codes relationship to the chemical codes, and the biophysics

of the frequency codes of living systems.!

Sub-Chapter 2:
Evidence that the Mind Is Vulnerable to Brain Manipulation

One convincing means for seeing that the wave physics described above has
huge implications in theology, philosophy, and theodicy, as well as in medicine, is
to glimpse the array of weapons research aimed at human beings as electromagnetic
standing waves:

()In the early 1970s, Soviet scientists developed a machine that they used to put
prisoners of war into trance. Called the LIDA machine, it emitted an Extremely
Low Frequency (ELF) pulse. They also discovered that they could put the prisoners
into a deep sleep by putting an extremely low voltage current through the brain,
from front to back.?

(i)Also in the early 70s, the Soviets were able to cause widespread mood
alterations by transmitting pulsed ELF waves. The ELF waves were pulsed at
rhythms that coincide with human brain wave rhythms, 6 and 11 Hertz.?

(iii) A number of researchers, starting in the 1960s, discovered that it is possible to
simulate hearing by aiming ““a plurality of microwaves in the region of the auditory
cortex”.* These devices bypass the ears and the “normal hearing pathways to the

1 Begich, pp. 22.
2 Begich, p. 49.
3 Begich, p. 50.
4

Begich here quotes from U.S. Patent #4,858,812.
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brain”. By pulse-modulating the microwave, these devices can also induce hearing
of a human voice or other information, without the normal mediation by the ears.!

(iv)Pulse-modulated signals have been shown to “override the nervous system
and produce relaxation, drowsiness, or sexual excitement”. Pulsed electromagnetic
fields from computer monitors and TV tubes are also capable of manipulating the
nervous system in similar ways.”

(v)Neuroscientist, Dr. Michael Persinger claimed in a 1995 paper that “the brain
can be altered with very little power including that which is released from the natural
geomagnetic activity of the earth or via contemporary communication networks.”
He also claimed to be able to use ELF radiation to stimulate the five physical senses
in such a way that the subject receiving the stimulation cannot distinguish the
artificial stimulation from normal stimulation.?

(vi)”[IIf HAARP is tuned to the right wave forms, mental disruption throughout
a region could occur intentionally or as a ‘side effect’ of the transmissions.” ---
“HAARP” is an acronym for “High frequency Active Auroral Research Project”. It
is a federally funded research program that has been in operation since the early
1990s. Its array of high frequency radio transmitting antennae is located in Gakona,
Alaska. Its operation is overseen by numerous organizations, mostly federal and State
agencies, most prominent of which are the Air Force and the Navy. The HAARP
website claims its research and operations are confined to “basic and applied plasma
physics and Radio Science research related to the study of the Earth’s ionosphere”.*
It claims that “HAARP is not designed to be an operational system for military
purposes”. In spite of these claims of innocence, people who are inherently prone to
being suspicious of government,’ are inclined to not take the government at its word.
The facts that humans are extremely vulnerable to ELF radiation, and that HAARP
admittedly can indirectly produce ELF radiation over broad regions of the planet, is
one of numerous things that makes HAARP an extremely controversial operation
in the eyes of the skeptics.

Begich, p. 64.
Begich, p. 66.
Begich, p. 86.
URL: http://www.haarp.alaska.edu/haarp/faq.html.

As all Americans should be as an integral part of their culture.

(o) WA AT SN O VI (S R

For an introduction to the skeptic’s side of the controversy, see URL: http://www.
earthpulse.com/src/category.asp?catid=1.
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(vii)”When combined with the Earth’s normal magnetic fields, ... ELF
frequencies (1-100 Hertz, pulses per second) appear to cause biological effects.”
In other words, ELF frequencies can be generated that resonate with the Earth’s

magnetic field, and that thereby have measurable influences over biological systems.

(viii) The director of the U.S. Navy’s Electromagnetic Radiation Project from
1970 through 1977 (Captain Paul Tyler) was quoted in Omni magazine as indicating
that electromagnetic radiation could be used to create physiological effects normally
associated with chemicals. He even stated that “you might be able to produce the

same effects as psychoactive drugs.””

(ix)At the right frequencies, the magnetic component of the electromagnetic
field is psychoactive. In their laboratory, Dr. Andrija Puharich and Robert C. Beck
constructed devices for transmitting ELF signals at 10 to 100 nanoteslas aimed at
a human subject connected to an electroencephalograph (EEG). The ELF signals
were in the range from 2 to 20 Hertz. Thirty percent of the subjects showed “brain
wave entrainment”. Entrainment is also known as “Frequency Following Response
(FFR)”, and is where the brain “mirrors the pulse rate of the ... artificial signal
thereby causing changes in the body and mind”. Fifty percent of the subjects showed
psychophysiological reactions, or what the Air Force calls “controlled effects”.* Here
are some of the effects produced:

- at 6 Hz.: headaches

- at 6.66 Hz. and lower: nausea, headaches, confusion,
depressive anxiety

- at 7.8, 8,and 9 Hz.: alpha rhythms and a sense of well-being

- at 10.35 Hz.. agitated anxiety, fear, hostile aggressive
behavior

- at 11 Hz.: riotous behavior*

In their lab, Beck and Puharich also discovered that “there was no protection from
a system like this because the signals themselves passed through everything on
earth””?

(x)According to Dr. Puharich’s manuscripts, on July 6, 1976, the Soviet Union
“filled the entire planet with ‘radio noise’ from transmitters” in the USSR. They

1 Begich, p. 90.

2 Begich, p. 95. --- Begich quotes Kathleen McAuliffe, “The Mind Fields”, Omni
Magazine, 1985.

3 Begich, p. 54.

4 Begich, pp. 97-98.

5  Begich, p. 97.
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were at 5 to 15 Hertz and 25 nanoteslas. The signal was “a steerable beam”. The
beam was up to “42 miles wide” and could “sweep a great circle route around the
planet”, passing through selected cities. Twenty-five nanoteslas is an extremely small
amount of energy that would be lost in natural background noise if it weren’t for the
fact that this was a noticeably controlled signal. --- The reason this story about July
6, 1976 is important is because of the combined facts that () HAARP is far more
versatile and capable than the equipment the Soviets were using in 1976, and (ii)such
extremely low-energy and low-frequency electromagnetism can have extraordinary
“controlled effects™.!

(xi)Professor of Physiology at Yale, Dr. Jose M.R. Delgado, M.D., discovered in
his research, which started in 1952, “that by changing the frequency, pulse rate and
waveform on an experimental subject, he could completely change their thinking
and emotional state”. By 1985, Delgado was able to induce, inhibit, or modify
“movements, sensations, emotions, desires, ideas, and a variety of psychological
phenomena”, by “using only a radio signal sent to the brain remotely”. This implies
that Delgado was able to modify the chemistry of the human brain remotely, “by
using energy concentrations of less than 1/50th of what the Earth naturally
produces”. The key to generating these effects was in the “tuning” mechanisms of
frequency, waveform, ezc., and not in the amount of energy being transmitted. It
was in matching transmission to receiver.

(xii)Real world testing of both ELF and low-energy microwave systems “has
proven ‘that movements, sensations, emotions, desires, ideas, and a variety of
psychological phenomena may be induced, inhibited, or modified by electrical
stimulation of specific areas of the brain. These facts have changed the classical
philosophical concept that the mind was beyond experimental reach.”

(xiii)Two patents were issued by the U.S. Patent Office in 1989 that each
pertain to sound “induced in the head” by “radiating the head with microwaves”.*
--- These devices “provided a much more efficient delivery of the sound”, valuable

to the military as a “nonlethal weapon” capable of affecting presumed enemies at

1 Begich, pp. 96-98.

2 Begich, pp. 103-105.

3 Begich, p 113. --- Begich cites “Oscar, K.J. Effects of Low power Microwaves on Local
Cerebral Blood Flow of Conscious Rats. Army Mobility Equipment Command, June 1,
1980.” --- Begich quotes “Delgado, Jose M.R. Physical Control of the Mind: Toward a
Psychocivilized Society. Harper & Row, Publishers, New York, 1969.”

4 First, “US Patent No. 4,858,612, Aug 22 1989, Hearing Device, Inventor: William L.
Stocklin.” Second, “US Patent No. 4,877,027, Oct. 31, 1989. Hearing System. Inventor:
Wayne Brunkan.”
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a distance. Such devices can be rightly understood to be instruments for wireless
electronic telepathy.!

This very brief sampling of scientific evidence shows the wave nature of the
human body. Such research can be used either to benefit mankind or to mankind’s
detriment. Much of this research has been (i)classified by the military as “nonlethal”;
(i)made secret by the federal government, ostensibly for “security purposes” and (iii)
shared by the Department of Defense with the Department of Justice, for apparent
use against the American civilian population.”? But the most important thing to
understand in this brief survey is contained in the following paragraph which
appears boldfaced in Dr. Begich’s book:

It is the case with any system that can be pulse-modulated to
resonate at the frequency codes of the body, including radio, TV,
power grids, computer networks, all wireless systems, the earth’s
magnetic fields and any other system that will allow energy to
be transferred or propagated through it can be used to carry
information the brain and body will understand and react to.
This is the center of the issue. As Dr. Reijo Makela used to say,
“it is all about resonance”, which represents the corresponding
harmonies between energy transmitter and energy receiver. It
is like dialing up a station on a radio, only when the transmitter
and receiver are in resonance can a person hear the radio station.
Such is the case with all components of the human body, organs,
cells, molecules, atoms and so on down to the essence of who
each person is on an energetic level, from which creation projects
us into physical reality. There are profound implications to the
manipulation of people on an energetic level through these new
technologies.?

The wave nature of the human body extends from the subatomic particle to the body
as a unit, the unit being a single electromagnetic standing wave. In addition to being
amply verified by the evidence, the crux of this claim is also merely common sense
from the perspective of wave physics. There is no new scientific theory here.* But the

Begich, pp. 122-123.
Begich, pp. 152-182.
Begich, p. 190.

As indicated in the “Preface”, this work is not a scientific theory, but a theodicy. Even

> o

so, it contains philosophical and theological commentary on science, and extrapolation
from it. To be a genuine scientific theory, it would need to propose empirical tests of its
propositions. At some point in the future, God willing, the author will propose such
empirical tests, thereby translating this theodicy from a philosophical-theological theory
into a scientific theory.
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philosophical and theological implications of these well-established scientific facts
are huge and profound. For one thing among many, they speak loudly regarding the
relationship between mind and brain, and the extent to which the mind is vulnerable
to brain manipulation.

Sub-Chapter 3:

Permanence & Impermanence

If humans are little or nothing more than glorified animals, then even if the
foregoing ideas have huge implications in various subfields of medicine, or to the
military, they have few if any implications beyond that. Ifhumansare little or nothing
more than glorified animals, then the life, health, and death of any given human is
equivalent to the life, health, and death of any given animal. But if one believes that
humans are so unique that they are far more than mere animals, then one might be
inclined to object to military / police use of mind-bending technologies, especially
given the possibility that the police and military are deficient in accountability. If
one believes that humans are so unique that they are far more than mere animals,
then one might be inclined to consider the capacity for permanence of the human
standing wave. If this capacity exists, then this capacity must surely be the ultimate
reason why humans should be treated as far more than mere animals.

Unlike waves in the macroscopic realm of classical physics, which are always
subject to damping of one form or another, waves in the atomic and sub-atomic
realm are not generally subject to damping effects. There is very little, if any, evidence
showing that when a photon moves freely at the speed of light through space, its
wave nature is damped in any way. The light wave appears to oscillate without
friction or any other kind of damping effect. If this isn’t so, then (assuming that the
data of old-earth creationists is reliable) how else does one explain astrophysicists
regularly detecting light that originates billions of light years away?' Likewise, there
is very little, if any, evidence to show that when an electron standing wave is in its
ground state around a stable, non-ionic atomic nucleus, the electron standing wave

1 The arguments between “young universe creationists” and “progressive creationists”
have been ongoing now for a century or more with no sign of abatement. Even with an
insistence on reliable epistemological foundations, some physical facts continue obstinately
to favor the “progressive creationist’s” paradigm. One of these is the standard definition
of a “light year”. Even if there are instances in which particles are able to move faster than
light, the physical evidence indicates that the speed of light is an undeniable standard for
photons traveling through space from sun and distant stars. This theodicy will show that
this works to the creationist’s advantage against the arguments of the secular evolutionist,
because it shows that the rule in space and in the quantum realm is an absence of damping,.
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is damped in any way. If this weren’t so, then (assuming that the data of old-earth
creationists is reliable) how could one explain paleogeologists regularly finding rocks
that they claim are billions of years old?' The important point is that while damping
is the rule and not the exception in the visible, macroscopic realm of ordinary human
life, in the atomic and subatomic realm, it is just the opposite. In the macroscopic
realm of classical physics, the rule is that all oscillating wave phenomena are damped.
In the microscopic, atomic and subatomic realm, the rule is that oscillating wave
phenomena are not damped. In the creator’s structuring of organic systems out of
atomic building blocks, the implications of this discrepancy are huge.

There is ample evidence showing that there is generally resistance in macroscopic
electrical circuits.? Such resistance may be cut down to a miniscule, almost non-
existent status in superconductors.” But the norm in electrical circuits in classical
physics is that all such circuits contain resistance. This means that in oscillating
circuits such as inductance / capacitance circuits, such oscillating wave phenomena
are damped by the circuit’s resistance.” But there is very little evidence that an
electron standing wave around an atomic nucleus has any such resistance or damping,.
If the atomic nucleus is stable, meaning that the atom is not prone to radioactive
decay, and if the atom is not an ion, then an electronic standing wave around the
atomic nucleus should continue existing as a standing wave indefinitely. It will not
wind down like a pendulum or a spring; it is not subject to friction; and it suffers no
electrical resistance. So the only way such a standing wave will change is as a result
of some force external to the atom.

If an organismic standing wave is understood to be constructed by way of the
superposition of electromagnetic standing waves at the atomic level, which yield
standing waves at the molecular level, which yield standing waves at the organelle
level, ezc., up to the organismic level, then an important question is this: What causes

1 Based on reliable epistemological foundations, there is an overwhelming need to find
the truth between old-earth creationists who are sincerely expounding what they believe
to be the truth as they find it in general revelation, and young-earth creationists who are
sincerely expounding what they believe to be the truth as they find it in special revelation.
All claims that are not clearly grounded in sound epistemological foundations should be
treated up-front as either junk science or junk theology. --- Again, this theodicy will show
that the paleogeologist’s claims work to the creationist’s advantage against the arguments
of the secular evolutionist, because it shows that the general rule in the atomic realm is an
absence of damping.

2 Halliday & Resnick, Chapter 31, “Current and Resistance”, p. 774.

3 Halliday & Resnick, Chapter 31, “Current and Resistance”, p. 778.

4 Halliday & Resnick, Chapter 38, “Electromagnetic Oscillations”, pp. 943-946.
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the resulting organismic standing wave to dissipate? What is the damping effect on
the standing wave that causes death? Why does the superposition principle fail,
where the failure thereby leads to death? The frictionless, resistanceless, undamped
state of affairs at the atomic level starts running into friction or some other kind of
damping effect as this hierarchy of standing waves superpose from the atomic into
the macroscopic realm of classical physics. This is the easy and not very satisfying
answer. Because this answer does not specifically identify the damping effect or
the cause of the failure of superposition, and because it does not distinguish human
death from animal death, people who believe humans are unique relative to other
organisms should not be satisfied with such a facile explanation.

If one assumes that all material objects -- including the physical bodies of
creation’s variety of living organisms -- exist as distinct entities because they exist
as distinct standing waves, then based on the lack of damping at the microscopic
realm, it’s reasonable for one to also consider the possibility that these entities could
have standing-wave permanence. Common sense and common experience clearly
indicate that a rock is more permanent than a human body. A human standing
wave exists from the instant of conception until the instant of death, at which time
the standing wave goes into relatively rapid deterioration. On the other hand, if the
data of old-earth creationists is correct, then any given rock on the earth’s surface
may have existed as a singular standing wave for millions or even billions of years.
The evident permanence of such a mineralogical standing wave is far greater than
that of the human standing wave, regardless of whether one happens to be a young-
earth creationist, an old-earth creationist, or an origin-by-some-other theorist.
Even though the standing wave that is inherent in a rock’s existence is much more
permanent than the standing wave inherent in any human body, or in any other kind
of organism, the rock is also not permanent. The rock could be crushed; or the rock
could be eroded; or the rock could be dissolved in volcanic heat. So the standing
wave inherent in a rock is also not permanent, even though physical evidence shows
clearly that it has a greater capacity for permanence than any organismic standing
wave.

Based strictly on physical evidence, all this talk about the permanence of rocks
relative to the impermanence of living creatures is true, obvious, and practically
undeniable. Although certainly destructible, a rock, as a standing wave, has a
capacity for permanence that living organisms do not. According to such evidence,
the human life cycle is not very different from the life cycle of any other organism.
Both are pathetically impermanent compared to an ordinary rock. But for the sake of
exploring the theological implications of the above wave physics, it may be edifying
to consider the possibility that damping effects and/or failure of superposition that
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cause the disintegration of the organismic standing wave could be eliminated. If
any given human is capable of being established as a permanent standing wave,
then this would mean that humans in general might be absolutely unique in the
realm of living organisms because of their capacity for standing-wave permanence.
Furthermore, if such a capacity existed, then this capacity would not inherently
denigrate any of the existing physical evidence. Using religious lingo, if such a
capacity exists, then humans are unique not only relative to the inorganic realm of
solids, liquids, and gases, but also relative to the rest of the organic realm, by way of
a capacity for eternal life.

According to the Bible, humans die because of sin. If understood within the
context of wave physics, this biblical worldview (i.e., according to Genesis 1&2)
essentially assumes that the God-given norm for humans is for each to be a permanent
standing wave. According to this worldview, sin is the abnormal intrusion of some
kind of damping effect or failure of superposition, because sin is an act of missing
the mark, where the mark is set by the God-given norm. Essentially, other kinds of
organismic standing waves are designed to run down in time." Even though there
may be no physical evidence other than the above wave physics to prove that humans
have a capacity for eternal life, it is a core tenet of the Christian religion that humans
have a capacity for eternal life. In order to reconcile the wave physics with the
Christian’s implied assumption that the norm for pre-fall humanity was standing-
wave permanence, it’s necessary to presume that such humans had (and somehow still
have) a unique capacity to eliminate, or somehow mitigate, the damping effects and/
or failure of superposition that normally exist in the macroscopic realm. This also
presumes that the onset of damping and/or failure of superposition is the root cause
of death.? --- Because “failure of superposition” is verbally cumbersome, henceforth,
when speaking of the failure of the superposition principle to hold, this theodicy will
indicate such a failure with the word, “incohesive”. 'The reader should not confuse
this word with “incoherent”. “Coherence” has been defined above as equivalent to
constructive interference, following standard physics lingo. If the word, “incoherent”,
is understood in this more-or-less technical sense, then it means the non-existence
of constructive interference. In contrast, this theodicy is using “incohesive “ to
mean the non-existence of both constructive and destructive interference, which is
equivalent to the complete failure of the superposition principle to hold.

1 Some creationists may claim that as originally designed, non-human organisms don’t
die. But there is scant evidence in the Bible that supports this claim, and there is ample
evidence in general revelation that denies it.

2 As this theodicy progresses, it will show that such presumptions are not merely wild
speculation, but are extremely probable.



40
PArRT I, CHAPTER B, ORGANISMIC STANDING WAVES

For a multitude of reasons, the possibility of rational compatibility between the
physical facts and the biblical claims deserves amplified attention and exploration.
This inevitably requires a retelling of the biblical story in the lingo of wave physics.
To retell the biblical story in the lingo of wave physics, it’s critical to allow for the
possibility that the damping and/or incohesiveness that is the root cause of death,
from the perspective of wave physics, can somehow be eliminated or mitigated. In
biblical lingo, it’s necessary to allow for the possibility that humans have a capacity
for eternal life. If this allowance is inherently wrong, then surely the facts and logic
will somehow indicate as much as the story progresses.
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RETELLING THE BiBrLicAL STORY IN THE LINGO OF WAVE PHYSICS

Sub-Chapter I:

Introduction

The Bible says that “the wages of sin is death” (Romans 6:23). Given that this
claim is true, sin is the root cause of the disintegration of the human standing wave.
But if sin is the root cause of the disintegration of the human standing wave, what’s
the root cause of the disintegration of non-human organismic standing waves? If
non-human organisms don’t sin, then that raises the question, Why do they die,
Why do they disintegrate? According to the wave-physics perspective, the cessation
of an organismic standing wave is caused by damping and/or incohesiveness, which
lead to death of the organism. According to the Bible, human death is caused by
sin, but the cause of non-human death is left somewhat ambiguous. It appears
that ascertaining the relationship between organismic standing waves, damping,
incohesiveness, sin, human death, and non-human death, could be very valuable in
telling the biblical story." Explaining the difference between human death and the
deaths of all other kinds of organisms could be crucial to understanding the interface
between the Bible and the physical facts. Saying the same thing in the lingo of
Christian theology, explaining the difference between human death and the deaths
of non-human organisms could be crucial to understanding the interface between
special revelation and general revelation.”

1 Its important to emphasize that “story” is not being used here to reference fiction. It’s
being used to emphasize the existence of a narrative, a storyline.

2 According to the Bible, God reveals his eternal law to human beings. Theologians
generally call this “revelation”. There are two overarching kinds of revelation: special

and general. “The knowledge of God’s existence, character, and moral law, which comes
through creation to all humanity, is often called ‘general revelation’ .... General revelation
comes through observing nature, through seeing God’s directing influence in history,

and through an inner sense of God’s existence and his laws that he has placed inside

every person.” (Grudem, Wayne, Systematic Theology: An Introduction to Biblical
Doctrine, 1994. Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Michigan, pp. 122-123.)
The reason general revelation is designated “general” is because (i)it is available to all
people generally, and (ii)it is knowledge that is general in its content. --- General revelation
manifests natural law, the most fundamental aspect of which is the moral law. Special
revelation “refers to God’s words addressed to specific people, such as the words of the
Bible, the words of the Old Testament prophets and New Testament apostles, and the
words of God spoken in personal address, such as at Mount Sinai or at the baptism of
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According to the wave-physics perspective, non-human organisms degenerate as
a result of damping and/or incohesiveness effects on the organismic standing wave.
Human organisms also degenerate as a result of damping and/or incohesiveness
effects on the organismic standing wave. This damping / incohesiveness in the case
of humans may be equivalent to sin. This is evidenced by the facts that (i)implicit
in the wave physics knowledge base, damping / incohesiveness is the cause of death,
and (ii)explicit in the biblical knowledge base, sin is the cause of human death. So
damping / incohesiveness and sin are probably somewhat equivalent as the root cause
of human death. On the other hand, in the case of non-human organisms, there is
scant evidence in Scripture, if there is any evidence at all, to indicate an equivalence
between sin and death, and therefore between sin and damping / incohesiveness.

Permanence of an organismic standing wave means that the organism has
“eternal life”, i.e., permanent life, if it is indeed permanent. --- The physical evidence
clearly indicates that neither humans nor other organisms have physical bodies
that are permanent standing waves. So it’s reasonable to ask if either even has the
potential for being permanent standing waves. In other words, it’s reasonable to ask
if the allowance that humans have eternal life is reasonable. All physical evidence
available to living people indicates that all animals die, and that all humans also die.
But for people who are convinced that humans are more than mere animals, the
mere fact that all people die like animals does not necessarily convince that humans
utterly lack even the potential for their bodies to be permanent standing waves.!
The Bible clearly indicates that mere dying doesn’t negate the possibility that people
have a capacity or potential for eternal life. The Bible does this by positing the
resurrection of the dead. If people have a potential for eternal life, then there must
be some mechanism that would allow this standing wave to continue in perpetual
existence, if the capacity were somehow activated. In order to understand this
mechanism that enables perpetual life, it’s necessary to understand what sin is, what

Jesus.” (Grudem, p. 123) Special revelation was the impetus behind the writing of the
divine law. Some people claim that the canon is closed because God no longer speaks
through special revelation, but only through general revelation. This theodicy holds that
this is not accurate, because God still speaks through both general and special revelation.
Nevertheless, this theodicy holds that the canon is rightly closed since the last apostle died.
So understanding and implementing what is already written and revealed is the task of the
times.

1 Unlike numerous philosophies and theologies of the past, this theodicy does not treat
rationality as the distinguishing difference between animals and humans. If humans are
significantly smarter than animals, then they should be smart enough to avoid permanent

death.
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causes death, what causes this intrusion of this damping effect and/or incohesiveness,
and what thereby causes disintegration of the human standing wave.

In the Bible’s source languages, the words translated into English “sin” generally
have roots that mean, “to miss the mark”™.! This implies that humans are aimed at
something, but that they miss whatever it is they’re aiming at. This implies that in
order to understand how the damping effect and/or incohesiveness enters into the
human standing wave, it’s first necessary to understand what humans are aiming at.
To understand what humans are aiming at, it might help to see humans within a
larger biological framework.

It’s well established in biology that all organisms occupy ecological niches.” If
we use biological jargon, then the Big Question -- What are humans aiming at? --
can be expressed like this: In what ecological niche do humans belong, and to what
ecological niche should they therefore confine themselves? Squirrels have a niche in
the trees. Rabbits have a niche on the ground. Cattle eat grass and naturally prefer
grasslands. Rain forest trees have a niche in the rain forest. What ecological niche
is appropriate for humans, and that thereby defines what every human aims at, in
a general sense? --- Before making a serious effort at understanding and answering
this Big Question, it’s important to make sure this biological question stays within
the larger context of standing waves. So returning to compare rocks and organismic
standing waves might help to make sure the ground is properly prepared for answering
the Big Question.

In order to understand how organismic standing waves sustain themselves at
all, it’s helpful to conceive of them in contrast to rocks. A rock standing wave may
receive numerous kinds of electromagnetic inputs, but to practically all appearances,
the rock standing wave remains unchanged. Such inputs include light, radio waves,
and all kinds of other radiation from space. These inputs do not appear to be
processed by such a standing wave in any way. To all ordinary appearances, rocks
are generally impervious to various electromagnetic radiation. Of course there are
exceptions like the piezoelectric effect.’ But to ordinary human perception, rocks
are impervious. They do not require inputs or outputs of any kind, and they do not
appear to interact much with their environments. In contrast to this, all organismic
standing waves require specific kinds of inputs for their survival. All species have
a specific range of substances and/or prey organisms that are prerequisites to the

1 In Hebrew, Strong’s #s 2398, 2399, 2401, 2403. In Greek, Strong’s #s 264, 2606.
2 URL: http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/414016/niche.

3 Mechanical pressure applied to some minerals (crystals, ceramics, some organic
molecules) can cause the object to take on an electrical charge, this being called the
“piezoelectric effect”.
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organismic standing wave’s continuance as a standing wave. Cattle eat grass.
Squirrels eat nuts. Omnivorous humans eat a broad range of substances. Without
such inputs, these various kinds of organismic standing waves become incohesive,
disintegrate, and die. And of course organisms need various other inputs as well.
Chlorophyll-bearing plants need the visible spectrum of light. All such plants need
carbon dioxide. Animals generally need oxygen. Eic.

Every organism has senses by which it perceives the external environment. It
therefore receives sense data and processes that sense data in a way that allows it
to determine how it will respond to such sense data. Every organism is therefore
a consumer of sense data, unlike rocks, which don’t appear to consume anything
or sense anything. In addition to sense data, every organism is also a consumer
of sustenance. Plants consume minerals, water, and carbon dioxide. Protozoa
consume whatever microscopic substances they consume to sustain themselves.
Animals consume plants, other animals, oxygen, ezc. Every organism, even the most
passive kind of organism, performs some kind of action in order to make sure it is
able to consume what it perceives as a need or desire. Every organism also excretes
substances, and every species has a standard set of outputs.

With these things said, it’s clear that every organismic standing wave receives
or takes input from its environment, processes that input, puts output into its
environment, and responds to sensory inputs in some fashion that is in some way
pre-programmed into the organism. Needs and desires arise out of the organismic
standing wave’s endogenous, internal environment. Because different organisms
have different needs and desires for sustenance, they respond to environmental
stimuli in different ways. In classical (respondent) conditioning /a Pavlov / Skinner,
the organism is a slave to its appetites and responds to stimuli strictly for the purpose
of procuring whatever substances and circumstances the organism perceives as
necessary and desirable for the organism’s survival and sustenance.!

It’s clear that non-human organismic standing waves are aimed at something
less than eternal life. Every such organism has a limited range of choices that it
can make. Squirrels can choose to build a nest on one branch of a tree or on some
other branch. The inclination to build a nest is built into its genes, because building
a nest is necessary for its survival through the winter. But where, specifically, it
chooses to build its nest depends on the squirrel’s ability to choose, given that it has
a limited range of choices, and a limited ability to choose. Similar circumstances
exist for all organismic standing waves. To fulfill their life’s calling, they exercise

1 See definition 2 at URL: http://medical-dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/
respondent+conditioning.
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the limited range of choices that their inherent makeup allows them to make. So
every organismic standing wave has a specific range of choices, and when that range
of choices is defined over the organism’s life span, it’s reasonable to say that that
range of choices defines the organism’s aim in life, and its ecological niche.

Given the research cited above that shows the vulnerability of the human brain

to resonance with exogenous electromagnetic radiation, it’s clear that choices are a
function of inclination, where inclination begins outside the realm of consciousness.
In other words, there must be some kind of feedback loop between brain and mind,
where each feeds into the other and receives from the other; and where inclinations
are subconscious mental phenomena that are somehow a function of physical brain
phenomena. As indicated above, this theodicy is not an attempt at positing a
scientific theory, and it is not an attempt at showing how things happen. It’s an
attempt at showing that things happen. The thing at issue regarding an organism’s
range of choices is the connection between brain and mind. No one knows precisely
how that connection exists. But it’s clearly foolish to think that it doesn’t exist. ---
This subconscious source of the human will is compatible with both the aforesaid
research and with long-respected Christian philosophical theology. The following
quotes from Jonathan Edwards’ Freedom of the Will show how:

[TThe will (without any metaphysical refining) is plainly, thaz by

which the mind chooses any thing. The faculty of the will is that

faculty or power, or principle of mind, by which it is capable of

choosing : an act of the will is the same as an act of choosing or

choice!

I crust it will be allowed by all, that in every act of will there is
an act of choice, that in every volition there is a preference, or
a prevailing inclination of the soul, whereby the soul, at that
instant, is out of a state of perfect indifference, with respect to
the direct object of the volition. So that in every act, or going
forth of the will; there is some preponderation of the mind, one
way rather than another; and the soul had rather have or do one
thing than another, or than not to have or do that thing; and
that there, where there is absolutely no preferring or choosing,
but a perfect continuing equilibrium, there is no volition.?

It is sufficient to my present purpose to say, It is that motive which,

as it stands in the view of the mind, is the strongest, that determines
the will ...

1 Edwards, FREEDOM OF THE WILL, PART 1, SECT. I (p. 1 of Soli Deo Gloria edition).
2 Edwards, FREEDOM OF THE WILL, PART 1, SECT. I (p. 5 of Soli Deo Gloria edition).
3 Edwards, FREEDOM OF THE WILL, PART 1, SECT. 11 (p. 6 of Soli Deo Gloria edition).
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The choice of the mind never departs from that which, at that
time, and with respect to the direct and immediate objects of
that decision of the mind, appears most agreeable and pleasing,
all things considered.!

[T]he will is always determined by the strongest motive, or by
that view of the mind which has the greatest degree of previous
tendency to excite volition.?

After all they [(Arminians)] say, they have no higher or other

conception of liberty than that vulgar notion of it which I

contend for, viz., a man’s having power or opportunity to do as

he chooses ...°
Taking this as providing a reliable description of the act of willing, choosing, and
exercising volition, every choice is made in accordance with the organism’s strongest
inclination. There are few if any reasons to think that this is not as true for animals
as for humans. Given the scarcity of reasons to proceed otherwise, this theodicy
will proceed under the assumption that the volition of every organism is a function
of the organism’s strongest inclination. This assumption pertains as much to non-
human organismic standing waves as it does to the human standing wave. Every
species has a different ecological niche. Every species therefore has a different life-
long range of choices. Every species therefore has a different aim in life. Every
species of organismic standing wave has a specific worldview, a specific life’s agenda,
and a specific set of choices aimed at gratifying that life’s agenda. For species of
multicellular organisms that have nervous systems that use digital messaging, which
includes all the vertebrates in the animal kingdom, it’s reasonable to see an analogy
between such nervous systems and digital computational devices, and to thereby
see every act of volition as a call on some set of program functions that control the
organism’s actions.” The nexus between worldview, life’s agenda, set of choices, and
set of possible actions, can be understood to be variables that contribute to defining
an organism’s aim in life. It’s clear that these variables are more-or-less constant as
functions of the organism’s species.

Obviously, non-human organismic standing waves are not, and never have
been, geared for perpetual existence. All non-human organismic standing waves

1 Edwards, FREEDOM OF THE WILL, PART 1, SECT. 11 (p. 13 of Soli Deo Gloria edition).

2 Edwards, FREEDOM OF THE WILL, PART 1, SECT. 11 (p. 15 of Soli Deo Gloria edition).

3 Edwards, FREEDOM OF THE WILL, “Remarks on Lord Kames” Essays on the Principles
of Morality and Natural Religion” (p. 346 of Soli Deo Gloria edition).

4 Example: Laszlo, Ervin, The Systems View of the World, 1972, George Braziller, Inc.,
New York, pp. 93-95.
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have niches, worldviews, sets of choices, and possible actions that are limited to
a relatively narrow range of choices, so that there is no reason to think that any
such organismic standing wave could sustain itself against all the various kinds of
damping effects and/or incohesiveness over the long haul. In short, non-human
organismic standing waves are clearly geared to die. It’s therefore silly to think of
them as missing the mark. They do what they’re geared to do, and their ultimate
aim, as non-human organismic standing waves, is disintegration. Or to use a more
controversial theological term, their ultimate aim, as individual organisms, is their
own “annihilation”. Because they are aimed at species propagation, then annihilation,
and nothing more,' it’s clear that they do not miss their aim, at least not through
any fault of their own. It’s clear that all these non-human organismic standing
waves do not sin. They do precisely what they’ve been geared to do, no more, no
less. Each has a specific ecological niche. So animals, plants, and microbes don’t
sin, meaning that they do precisely what God tells them to do, and they do not miss
what they aim at with respect to their overall life’s agenda. They do not sin. They
do not miss the mark. Each fulfills its providential function and is preprogrammed
to die as a function of that preprogramming. Theyre geared to succumb to the
damping and/or incohesiveness; even though they have a will to survive even up to
the last moment of their existence as an organismic standing wave. In the lingo of
traditional Christian theology, they are NOT moral agents.

In comparison with all other organismic standing waves, humans have a broad
range of choices. Their worldview is much bigger. Their life’s agenda is much more
complex. The set of choices that go to the fulfillment of that worldview and that
life’s agenda is much bigger. In fact, it’s so big that the Big Question still looms
unanswered: What are human’s aiming at? Said another way, what ecological niche
are humans geared to fill? According to Genesis 1&2, humans were originally geared
for eternal life.” This means that humans were geared to fill an ecological niche in
which there was no damping of their organismic standing wave, and no propensity
for each to become incohesive. Or at least whatever damping and/or incohesiveness
there might have been was modulated or mitigated in such a way as to compensate
for whatever damping and/or incohesiveness might have existed.

If this interpretation of the Bible is right, and if humans have this potential
for eternal life, then this clearly explains why the Bible indicates that humans miss

1 Regarding human afterlife, see PART 111: THE GENESIS 3:15 PROPHECY --- CONCLUSION,
SOTERIOLOGY, ANNIHILATIONISM, & HELL, Annihilationism ¢ Hell.

2 In the terminology used in this theodicy, the first biblical covenant, the Edenic
Covenant, appears in Genesis 1-2. This is the Bible’s foundational covenant, or what
might be called its “constitution”.
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the mark. According to this view, eternal life is a crucial aspect of every human
life’s aim and agenda. But all the physical evidence shows that all humans die,
which means that all humans miss what their life is aimed at, which means that all
humans sin. The existence of sin inevitably entails the existence of actions that are
not good enough, which inevitably entails the existence of choices that are not good
enough. All this leads to the conclusion that there is a causal relationship between
morality, on one hand, and damping and/or incohesiveness on the other. According
to the biblical worldview, humans were programmed at creation to occupy a specific
ecological niche, and they had a specific range of choices within that niche, and they
were thereby given a specific aim in life. But unlike other organismic standing waves,
humans fell out of their natural ecological niche, and they’ve been missing the mark
ever since. This propensity to sin, this inclination to miss the mark, has become a
defining feature of the human condition. This propensity to miss the mark defines
the difference between human death and the deaths of other organismic standing
waves, because other organisms never miss the mark. Humans apparently have a
capacity for standing wave permanence, but they also have a propensity to miss the
mark that they cannot overcome through their own devices. Humans presently
occupy a peculiar, limbo ecological niche in which their perceptions, choices, and
actions are too flawed to allow them entrance into their natural ecological niche,
even while they have a potential for occupying their natural ecological niche that’s
deeply hampered by their bad perceptions, choices, and actions.

The rule in nature is that organismic standing waves do whatever they can to
sustain themselves for as long as they can, and then they die, meaning that the
standing wave dissipates and disintegrates. No matter what kind of organismic
standing wave it may be, the standing wave dissipates because the organism fails
to process input in such a way as to avoid dissipation and disintegration. Death,
dissipation, and disintegration are common to all organismic standing waves in
nature, regardless of whether they are human, animal, vegetable, or micro-organismic.
Disintegration may not be so obvious for a rock, but that doesn’t mean that rocks
are not also subject to the same rule. The rule is that none of these standing waves
is permanent, and the reason for the lack of permanence revolves around a failure by
the standing wave to process exogenous inputs in such a way as to respond in a way
that enables and perpetuates the permanent standing wave status. The disconnect
between endogenous needs and desires, on one hand, and exogenous inputs, on the
other, leads to the standing wave’s demise. In the case of a rock, the rock standing
wave has no endogenous needs and desires, and it fails to process heat, wind, rain,
etc., in a way that avoids corrosive / erosive influences. In the case of a tree, the tree
fails to put up whatever defenses are necessary and suflicient to enable the tree to
continue as a permanent standing wave. It becomes diseased and dies, or succumbs
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to a saw, or fire, or whatever. Similar failures exist among animals. According to
all natural appearances, similar failures exist among all humans. But according to
a biblical worldview, humans are somehow an exception to this process of dying
because humans were originally designed for permanent standing wave status.

Under existing circumstances, practically all organismic standing waves are not
geared for permanence. At best, they pass on their genes in the reproductive process,
and this form of propagation is a kind of substitute for permanent standing wave
status. But if humans are exceptional in that they have a capacity for perpetual-
standing-wave status, then humans must have some capacity for processing input
that supercedes the capacities of all other kinds of organismic standing waves. So
assuming that humans have a latent capacity for perpetual standing-wave status,
leads to the conclusion that humans have a capacity for processing input that is
somehow dormant, or infantile in some respect. There is a potential for actuation of
the permanent standing-wave status, but the necessary ingredients for actuating that
potential are presently missing. So humans must have some capacity for processing
input that would satisfy the endogenous desire to eliminate or mitigate the damping
effect / incohesiveness entirely, if the capacity were somehow activated. But for some
reason, humans are presently unable to activate this potential.

Sub-Chapter 2:
Genesis 2 & 3 in the Lingo of Wave Physics

To understand how humans can simultaneously have a capacity for standing-
wave permanence and have a propensity to miss the mark that cannot be overcome
through mere exercise of the human will, it could help to look more closely at Genesis
2&3. Genesis 2&3 are the Bible’s prototypical description of how humans acquired
this propensity to miss the mark. --- To optimize the understanding of these two
chapters, it’s important to make a few preliminary comments about interpretational
policies. To adhere to reliable policies for interpreting the Bible, and to thereby
understand precisely what it’s trying to communicate, it’s always best to take any
given passage of Scripture at face value and literally, unless there are clear and obvious
reasons to do otherwise. More specifically, there are instances in the Bible in which
a passage clearly needs to be understood metaphorically, because a strictly literal
interpretation is so obviously wrong. What follows are three examples. (1)In John
10:9, Jesus says that he’s “the door”. If taken literally, one naturally assumes that
he has hinges, a knob, perhaps a keyhole, and that he’s made out of wood or some
other substance conducive to the creation of doors. A purely literal interpretation
completely misses the point of the verse. This verse is clearly metaphorical. Jesus
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is clearly using the concrete expression, “door”, to symbolize a deeper and more
meaningful concept.

Thus, the classical method of seeking the literal sense of Scripture

meant seeking a knowledge of what is being communicated

through various forms and figures of speech employed in biblical

literature.!
Even though taking the Bible as entirely metaphorical and mythical is a prescription
for entirely misinterpreting it, it is nevertheless sometimes critical to see a given passage
metaphorically in order to interpret it and understand it properly. This quote from
Sproul’s Knowing Scripture shows that “the classical method of seeking the literal
sense of Scripture” included the possibility that some passages are metaphorical. But
more modern literalists tend to balk at acknowledging the inherently metaphorical
nature of some passages.” Even so, because metaphors clearly exist, it’s critical to
know when to see them, and when not to. (2)In John 15:1, Jesus says, “I am the true
vine”. The modern breed of literal interpretation is as problematical here as in John
10:9. Jesus in no way intended for anyone to think he was a vine in the literal sense
of the word. (3)In the same verse, John 15:1, Jesus says, “my Father is the vinedresser.”
Again, strictly literal interpretation REALLY misses the point.

Because Genesis 3 is the Bible’s preeminent chapter with respect to narrating
the origins of evil and sin, in order to properly address (i)the origin of evil; (ii)
the origin of sin; (iii)the origin of human death; (iv)the origin of suffering; (v)how
the existence of these things interfaces with the human understanding of God’s
omnipotence, omniscience, and omnibenevolence; (vilhuman death in contrast to
the deaths of other organisms; (vii)the nature of the human ecological niche; (viii)
what the aim of humanity originally was; (ix)why humans miss the mark; (x)ezc.; it’s
crucial for anyone who wants to understand the Bible’s story relative to wave physics

1 R.C. Sproul, Knowing Scripture, 1977, InterVarsity Press, Downers Grove, Illinois,
p. 54.

2 ”[M]odern literalists” can be taken here as a euphemism for people who insist on using
“dispensationalist” interpretational policies. The “’vital distinctions’ of dispensationalism
are the physical versus the spiritual seed of Abraham; the earthly Messianic kingdom

of God versus the timeless, spiritual kingdom; Jesus’ coming again ‘for’ his saints in
distinction to coming again ‘with” his saints, and the absolute distinction between Israel
... and the Church”. --- Fuller, Daniel P., Gospel & Law - Contrast or Continuum?: The
Hermeneutics of Dispensationalism and Covenant Theology, 1980, Wm. B. Eerdmans
Publishing Co., Grand Rapids, Michigan, p. 3. --- The position of this theodicy is that
“dispensationalists” often value these “vital distinctions” to the point of skewing the
meaning of the Bible for their sake, usually by prizing the physical and literal above the
rational and more probable interpretation.
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to understand the extent to which Genesis 3 can be taken at face value, and the
extent to which it must be taken metaphorically. If a metaphor is understood to be
a relatively simple expression that symbolically represents a much more complex and
all-encompassing concept, then it’s clear that the fact that a passage is metaphorical
in no way detracts from the Bible’s veracity. On the contrary, if the concept to which
the metaphor points can be properly articulated, then the concept indicated by the
biblical symbolism contributes elegance and systemic integrity to the understanding
of the Bible as a whole.

If the God whose attributes are being justified in a theodicy is the God of the
Bible, then necessary ingredients in resolving the problem of evil are (i)the proper
appraisal of the extent to which Genesis 2 and 3 can be taken at face value, (ii)
the proper appraisal of the extent to which and manner in which they must be
taken as metaphorical, and (iii)the articulation of the concepts that underlie such
metaphors. This is especially true if wave physics is understood to be a true and
trustworthy interpretational protocol. Presuming that these two chapters are utterly
true and reliable, and also largely metaphorical, the rest of this section is dedicated
to articulation of some of the most basic concepts that underlie the metaphors.

As a theodicy, this is an attempt at justifying God’s attributes, existence, and
actions in the face of claims that a genuinely good God would not allow evil to
exist and run rampant on the earth. Because evils, meaning terrible things, do run
rampant on the earth, theists have a huge problem in explaining why an omniscient,
omnipotent, and omnibenevolent God allows it to run rampant. Assuch, this theodicy
presents God as a protagonist in a story. If the story is rationally consistent with all
known physical facts and all the biblical evidence, then the probability for God’s
existence, and the probability that God’s attributes are what the Bible claims they
are, should be thereby enhanced in the reader’s mind. Because classical apologetics
already argue well for God’s existence,' this theodicy focuses on demonstrating that
the vast amount of suffering in the world does not negate God’s most basic attributes.
So this theodicy is aimed more specifically at defending the attributes of God that
are assailed by people who argue from evil, specifically, against God’s omniscience,
omnipotence, and omnibenevolence.

In the first two chapters of Genesis, God clearly assigned a specific ecological
niche to the humans. How the creation story in these chapters comports with the
so-called “theory of evolution”, and with other extra-biblical theories of origins, is
outside the scope of this theodicy, and should be addressed on some other occasion.
The point in this theodicy, relative to Genesis 1&2, is that multiple human

1 (i) Sproul, Gerstner, & Lindsley; (ii) Sproul, Defending Your Faith.
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organismic standing waves somehow came into existence. The biblical story holds
that God caused them to come into existence. The story also holds that God gave
the human species a garden as their ecological niche. As surely as other creatures
(birds, fish, cattle, ezc.) were given specific ecological niches, these human standing
waves were given a specific ecological niche. A crucial aspect of giving the humans
a specific ecological niche was the assignment of a specific set of foods. In Genesis
1:30 the story holds that God gave the humans “every green plant for food”. The
humans were assigned the task of cultivating and keeping the garden from whence
the human’s food would come. They were given the task of cultivating what to them
would be food, and in the process segregating plants desirable as food from plants
less desirable as food. This is by definition part of cultivating and keeping a garden.
Like all activity, such gardening required that these human standing waves make
choices about what to do and what not to do. Making choices naturally means
prioritizing an array of options, meaning organizing such options into a continuum
from best to worst. It stands to reason that any healthy organismic standing wave
that had the known potential for eternal life (whether activated or not) would be
inclined naturally to choose only the best, where the best is defined in terms of
sustaining eternal life and perpetuating the organismic standing wave. Because
these organismic standing waves were given eternal life, evidenced by the fact that
they had unrestricted access to the “tree of life”,! at every moment, these human
standing waves were making choices and acting on those choices, and every choice
was naturally intended to sustain their status as perpetually existing, permanent
standing waves, meaning that that intention was a crucial aspect of their life’s aim
within their designated ecological niche.

In order to have the status of perpetually existing, permanent standing waves,
there necessarily existed substantial compatibility between (i)choice making, (ii)

1 Its extremely clear that they were banned from the tree of life in Genesis 3. But it’s
not clear that they were banned from the tree of life prior to that. It’s also clear that they
were banned from the tree of knowledge of good and evil prior to Genesis 3. Genesis

1:29 says, “every tree ... shall be food”. Genesis 2:9 says that the tree of life is “in the
midst of the garden”. The woman in Genesis 3:3 says that they were banned from “the
tree which is in the middle of the garden”, but the context indicates that she’s speaking of
the tree of knowledge of good and evil. --- It’s apparent that their access to both trees was
probationary, with dire consequences for accessing the tree of knowledge of good and evil,
and no apparent bad results from accessing the tree of life. Genesis 2:16-17 indicates that
they may eat from all trees, but they are banned from the tree of knowledge of good and
evil, and only from that tree. Integrating these facts indicates that the probation pertained
to the knowledge tree, and they had unrestricted access to the life tree as long as they did
not violate the probation that pertained to the knowledge tree.
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acting out the choices made, and (iii)the requirement that every perpetually existing
standing wave in the garden either utterly eliminate all endogenous damping and
incohesiveness, or thoroughly mitigate and thereby compensate for all endogenous
damping and incohesiveness. In other words, to sustain their status as permanent
standing waves, the people had to make choices that would not encourage the onset
of endogenous damping and incohesiveness. Their actions and the choices that gave
rise to those actions could not miss the mark, or at least could not be too far off
the mark. This required that they be able to process information in such a way as
to facilitate the making of good decisions and good choices. Said another way, to
sustain themselves as perpetual standing waves, they needed to know what they
needed to know, when they needed to know it; so that they would choose what
they needed to choose when they needed to choose it; so that they would do what
they needed to do when they needed to do it; where need is defined in terms of
sustaining themselves as perpetual standing waves. To be able to accomplish this
anti-damping, anti-incohesiveness phenomenon, these people needed to be able to
perceive objective, exogenous reality clearly and accurately. They also needed to be
able to perceive subjective, endogenous reality clearly and accurately, meaning that
they needed to have a degree of self-understanding, meaning that they needed to
have a degree of understanding about how to match internal desires with external
objects. The degree of understanding had to be high enough to eliminate the dangers
of endogenous damping and incohesiveness. Following a correspondence theory of
perception, for every object existing externally, they needed an internal, endogenous
representation of that external object, with all the necessary accompanying data
about the usefulness of that external object in the pursuance of the standing wave’s
life’s aim. The life’s aim necessarily included maintenance of the standing wave
through elimination / mitigation of damping and incohesiveness.

According to the biblical story, the people lived in the garden for an indeterminate
period of time, enjoying what some call the “beatific vision”, and in possession of
what some call “preternatural powers”. This state of being was necessarily marked
by this ability to eliminate, subjugate, or mitigate damping and incohesiveness. This
beatific state came to an end, and likewise the ability to eliminate, subjugate, or
mitigate damping and incohesiveness also came to an end. The events leading to
the end were intimately connected to the “tree of knowledge of good and evil”.
This metaphorical “tree” is not difficult to understand if one thinks in terms of
ecological niches. This metaphorical tree of knowledge of good and evil is clearly
pointing to the process of making choices. This is clear because choices always
involve an act of prioritizing an array of options onto a continuum including best
and worst. Somehow this metaphorical tree of knowledge of good and evil must
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necessarily involve knowledge about how to prioritize options from good to evil.!
This prioritization process relates to the concept of ecological niches like this: Every
living organism occupies an ecological niche. Within any given ecological niche, an
organism occupying that niche has some finite range of choices, and is preoccupied
with acting out those choices. Regardless of how rudimentary an organism may
be, and regardless of how incapable of cognition it may be, the fact that it acts is
evidence that it is in fact making a choice when it acts, and is thereby fulfilling its
calling within its ecological niche in the process. To see how these ideas relate to the
people in the garden niche, it helps to look closely at Genesis 3:22:

Then the LORD God said, “Behold, the man has become like

one of Us, knowing good and evil; and now, lest he stretch out

his hand, and take also from the tree of life, and eat, and live

forever” --
In the process of eating from the tree of knowledge of good and evil, the people
clearly procured a range of choices that was different from the range that they already
had. It was clearly a range of choices that was God-like compared to the previous
range. It’s also clear that the possibility that these people would combine this new
range of choices with continued access to the tree of life was a threat to the cosmic
order. So in Genesis 3:23, the people were driven out of the garden niche and into
some other ecological niche, meaning whatever ecological niche befitted their new
range of choices. With the adoption of the new range of choices, these organismic
standing waves themselves changed to fit into their new niche. Because they became
a threat, God guarded the tree of life with “cherubim” to eliminate the possibility
of their access.

According to the translation into English, this verse appears to be speaking only
about the threat of one man. But the Hebrew word for “man” in this verse is adam
(Strong’s #120), which can be translated as the proper name Adam, as a singular
man, or as mankind. At minimum, the story necessarily includes both the man and
the woman. So the proper understanding is that the people were a threat, not just
the one man. But how were they a threat?

Clearly, the ecological niche into which they were originally put allowed free
access to the tree of life with a simultaneous ban on access to the tree of knowledge
of good and evil. They had the ability to access the tree of knowledge of good and
evil, but they were warned not to access it, and were thereby banned from accessing
it. After they violated the ban, the new ecological niche into which they were put
had a ban on access to the tree of life. Even so, there is no mention of a continued

1 In this theodicy, sometimes the word “evil” is used as equivalent to “bad”, as in this
instance. It is also used as a noun to indicate a specific state of being.
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ban on the tree of knowledge of good and evil. They were certainly booted out of
the garden; and it’s certain that both trees were in the garden; and it’s certain that
after they were booted out, the people no longer had access to both of those two
trees. These trees are clearly metaphorical. By using concepts common in existing
academia, the concepts underlying the metaphors become obvious.

Genesis 3:22 indicates that whatever was to be gained by eating from the tree
of knowledge of good and evil, they had in fact gained. It indicates that they
had “become like one of Us, knowing good and evil”. Clearly, eating any at all
from that tree was enough to utterly change their status, and to put them into an
utterly different ecological niche. In this new niche, they had an expanded range
of choices and expanded knowledge of good and evil, but they lacked access to life.
Superficially, one might conclude that in the garden niche, they had access to life,
but not to knowledge of good and evil; but in the out-of-the-garden niche, they
lacked access to life while having ample access to knowledge of good and evil. This
flip-flop with respect to access to the trees -- as emblematic evidence of the change in
ecological niches -- appears to carry substantial prima facie weight. But the evidence
also appears to show that it’s not quite that simple.

It’s obvious that the biblical story holds that humans have a capacity for
permanent standing wave status, both in the garden niche and in the out-of-the-
garden niche. Evidence that this is so exists in the fact that in both the garden niche
and out-of-the-garden niche, the Bible says the people were created in God’s image
(Genesis 1:26-27; 9:6). In the garden niche, this potential was not merely potential,
but actual. In the garden niche, they clearly exercised the capacity for permanent
standing wave status. Out of the garden niche, the capacity became strictly potential,
and ceased being kinetic, except under rare circumstances.! Clearly the biblical
story holds that human beings were created with a potential for permanent standing
wave status.

The big mystery surrounding the tree of knowledge of good and evil can be
reframed as a question: How and why did damping and/or incohesiveness come in
where previously there had been none? The fact that this apparent mystery revolves
around a metaphorical tree of knowledge of good and evil points to the concept that
undergirds the metaphor. --- A reasonable answer to the question, even if it’s also an
unusual answer, it that human beings were originally designed to have both eternal
life and uninhibited knowledge of good and evil. They were designed both to be

1 Abel, Enoch, and Noah (rare exceptions from the pre-Abrahamic period) are each
mentioned in Hebrews 11 as faithful, implying that their potential for permanent standing
wave status was somehow actuated.
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undamped perpetual standing waves, invincible to damping / incohesiveness, and to
occupy an ecological niche in which they could maintain that undamped, invincible
status under all circumstances. But there was a caveat built into the original design.
The caveat was that they were not given the psychological processing equipment
necessary to process all inputs so that they would always know what they needed
to know when they needed to know it; choose what they needed to choose when
they needed to choose it; and do what they needed to do when they needed to do
it; where need is defined as the avoidance of damping / incohesiveness. In classical
theological terms, they were put on probation. In terms comporting with modern
science, they were created for an ecological niche where they would have the ability
to avoid damping / incohesiveness by having the ability to make choices that never
missed the mark, so that they would never choose things that would enhance
damping / incohesiveness. To use another analogy, although they were created with
all the hardware for living eternal, undamped, invincible, sinless lives, they were
not created with all the necessary software. They had the necessary software for
making sinless choices within the garden niche. But they did not have the necessary
software for making sinless choices in the out-of-the-garden niche. In the out-of-the-
garden niche, they would need software that would enable them to process any and
all kinds of input that might confront them in the out-of-the-garden niche. They
needed software so that no matter what kind of input they needed to process, the
endogenous processing would produce choices that never missed the mark. Because
they lacked the software, God placed them in a probationary ecological niche that
would minimize the challenging inputs.

Of course this answer begs another question: Why would God create them
with all the necessary hardware, but simultaneously avoid giving them the necessary
software? The reasonable answer to this question relates directly to the fact that
God created humans in his image. If God is truly God, then he is by definition
utterly sovereign over the entire universe, from smallest subatomic particle to largest
astronomical body, and everything in between. God is therefore by definition utterly
omniscient and utterly omnipotent. When the biblical God created the universe,
he called everything “good”, even human beings. All of creation therefore has an
obligation to honor its creator by being good, which means by fulfilling whatever
calling their God-given ecological niche places upon them. Unlike all other creatures,
humans were given the ecological niche of being miniature sovereigns, created in
God’s image. (i)Because humans are not God, they cannot be omniscient. But as
fully functioning miniature sovereigns, they can know what they need to know
when they need to know it; so that they choose what they need to choose when they
need to choose it; so that they do what they need to do when they need to do it; so
that they continue their existence as undamped, invincible standing waves eternally.
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(if)Because they are not God, they cannot be omnipotent. But as fully functioning
miniature sovereigns, they can do what they need to do when they need to do it; so
that they remain undamped, cohesive standing waves forever. (iii)Because they are
not God, they are localized in space and time. They are therefore incapable of being
omnibenevolent. But as fully functioning miniature sovereigns, because the calling
placed on them by their ecological niche is for them to be undamped, cohesive
standing waves that never miss the mark, they are therefore utterly benevolent within
their local space and time.

Because humans have this unique ecological niche in which they are very God-
like, though never God, they are miniature sovereigns, and they are required by their
ecological niche to behave as such. There is an element of dominion that they must
exercise in order to satisfy the requirements of their ecological niche. This means
that people must take dominion over their own minds. They must develop their
own software.! This means that people must choose to develop their own software.
It means that people must choose to develop the ability to process inputs so that
choices that come out of that processing never miss the mark. God created people
to have both eternal life and knowledge of good and evil. But people would have to
go out of their way to choose the range of choices and the knowledge of good and
evil that go with the out-of-the-garden niche, because God would not give these
to the people for free. People would need to choose to take dominion over their
own minds. So people were created with an inborn inclination to choose to eat the
fruit of the tree of knowledge of good and evil. They were created with a natural
inclination to have the range of choices befitting the out-of-the-garden niche. But
they were also warned, without equivocation, that if they chose to eat the fruit of
the tree of knowledge of good and evil, their standing wave would immediately
start getting damped and/or incohesive. This would happen because they lacked
the mental software necessary to process the flood of inputs that would come at
them in their out-of-the-garden niche. So the garden niche was an act of mercy
towards the people, a nursery where the people could prepare themselves for the ugly
future by creating fond memories of their once unencumbered “beatific vision” of
God. God mercifully put them into the garden, if for no other reason than to give
humanity an object lesson. The object lesson was this: Humanity has the potential
for eternal life, which means living in eternal friendship with God. But fulfilling
that capacity requires never missing the mark, and it means never choosing to do
anything that would cause the unmitigated onset of damping and/or incohesiveness.
And to make that happen, it’s necessary to have the mental equipment necessary to

1 In biblical terms, this is done through renewing the mind in Christ. (Romans 12:2;
Ephesians 4:20-24)
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make it happen. But they were not given all the software; even though they were
certainly given all the hardware.

Is there any biblical evidence to prove that this retelling of the story is compatible
with Scripture? Yes! Clearly Genesis 3:22 indicates that the out-of-the-garden niche
is a niche in which people have access to the full range of knowledge of good and evil.
There’s nothing in Scripture to indicate that that full range is extinguished later on.
So in Revelation 22, it’s clear that the final destination of God’s people is to have
uninhibited access to both the tree of life and the tree of knowledge of good and
evil. In the garden niche they had access to unlimited life, but not to the full range
of choices that goes with the ecological niche for which they were created, meaning
the post-probationary niche. In this out-of-the-garden niche they had access to the
full range of choices, but they lacked access to unlimited life, due to their inability
to properly process information, along with all the ramifications of this inability.
In the New-Jerusalem niche, they finally arrive at the niche for which they were
originally created, a niche in which they have access to both the full range of choices
and eternal life. But only people who take full dominion and responsibility over
the full-range-of-choice requirements of miniature sovereignty are allowed into this
final destination niche. The evidence indicates that entering into this final niche
cannot be done willy nilly, but can only be accomplished via commitment to a very
specific strategy.

Before the fall, humans were disabled from being omniscient, omnipotent, and
omnibenevolent. These disabilities are immutable. They never go away, regardless
of what ecological niche humans may occupy. After the fall, because humans have
defective processing equipment, they lack proper understanding of the boundaries
between their callings as miniature sovereigns and these abilities that God alone
has. Anybody who tries to be omniscient is trying to know things beyond the
human need to know. Anybody who tries to be omnipotent is trying to have powers
beyond the human need for power. Anybody who tries to be omnibenevolent is
exercising megalomania that does not properly recognize that humans are inherently
localized in space and time. So there are certain disabilities that humans have
regardless of ecological niche. Humans were disabled from these things even before
the fall. The probationary period can be conceived as a test to see if the humans
in the garden ecological niche would voluntarily live within both this original set
of natural disabilities and the limited range of choices symbolized by the ban on
the tree of knowledge of good and evil. Because God is omniscient, God knew
the humans would fail the probation. The disabilities with regard to omniscience,
omnipotence, and omnibenevolence will never go away. The disabilities with regard
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to the overly narrow range of choices went away when the people violated the ban.!
The disabilities of being on probation, and failing probation, will go away at the
resurrection. The disabilities acquired by the humans in Genesis 3, as a result of
being booted out of the garden niche for violating the ban, will also go away at the
resurrection.

Sub-Chapter 3:
The Devil ¢ the Natural Law

Clearly the tree of lifeand the tree of knowledge of good and evil are both essentially
metaphorical, where the metaphors allude to deeper and more all-encompassing
concepts than a strictly literal translation would allow. It’s reasonable to wonder
if the serpent first mentioned in Genesis 3:1 is also essentially metaphorical, and if
so, to what underlying concept the metaphor points. This is an important question
because it is close to the heart of any defense of the doctrines of the biblical God’s
omniscience, omnipotence, and omnibenevolence, against the so-called “problem
of evil”. But before exploring the underlying nature of the serpent, it’s important
to properly lay the groundwork for doing so by setting this metaphorical serpent
squarely within the context of natural law, which obviously requires establishing
what natural law is.”

1 Those pre-fall natural disabilities will not go away, even at the resurrection of the dead.
Romans 6:4-6 (and other passages) indicates that Christ’s people will be raised bodily, the
same way that he was raised bodily. Anyone living in a body is localized in space and time,
and is therefore precluded from being omniscient and omnipotent. The exception to this
claim is that the disability of being on probation will not exist after the resurrection.

2 The concept of natural law has been an important aspect of Christian thought at least
since Thomas Aquinas. --- See Aquinas, Thomas, Summa Theologica, First Part of the
Second Part, “Treatise on Law” (QQ 90-108);

URL: http://www.ccel.org/ccel/aquinas/summa.FS.vi.html. --- Natural law is a subset of
eternal law. The eternal law is the terms of the eternal covenant. The eternal covenant

is the unchangeable, divinely imposed legal agreement between God and all of his creation,
including mankind, where the agreement stipulates the conditions of their relationships.
Eternal law is the aggregate obligations that are contained within the eternal covenant.
The eternal law is subtended by the natural law, which is subtended by the divine law,
which is subtended by the divine law’s prescription of human law. The divine law refers
to the Bible, which is sometimes said to be equivalent to special revelation. Human law is
law imposed by humans upon other humans.


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/aquinas/summa.FS.vi.html
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Natural law is best understood within the context of a correspondence theory
of perception.! In this context, a correspondence theory of perception merely
refers to the fact that whatever external object a given human recognizes must be
replicated in some way and to some extent within the consciousness of the perceiving
subject, in order for such recognition to take place. Given that natural law can be
best understood within the context of such a correspondence theory of perception,
natural law encompasses three things simultaneously: (i)the laws of nature that
govern all natural phenomena that exist exogenously to the perceiver; (ii)the laws
of nature that exist endogenously to the perceiver, which include the laws of nature
that govern desire creation, digestion, respiration, idea creation, concept formation,
and the process of cognition, especially endogenous cognition of exogenous natural
phenomena so that exogenous phenomena are accurately understood by endogenous
cognitive processes; and (iii)the field of ethics, meaning the moral law that governs
human choice-making. This moral-law leg of the natural-law tripod consists of
essentially two distinct aspects: It consists first of that aspect of the moral law
that says that natural law is perfect and does not change, and that it’s possible for
humans to be perfectly conformed to such perfect natural law. The moral law in
such perfection instructs humans on how to behave so that they remain perpetual
standing waves. This moral law leg consists also of that aspect of the moral law
that says that humans are not now perfect, and that they therefore must go through
cognitive procedures as part of the process of trying to make the best decision in
every choice.? The difference between the perfect aspect of the moral-law leg of the
natural law and the imperfect aspect, revolves around the changeless moral law /

1 For whatever reason, since the “enlightenment”, Protestants have by-and-large
abandoned the concept of “natural law”, at least in terms of its theological origins. This
abandonment did not start during the Reformation, evidenced by the fact that all the
magisterial reformers believed in natural law, as did Reformation-era Roman Catholic
theologians. The magisterial reformers may have chafed at some of the Thomist

excesses with respect to natural law, but none of them considered rejecting the biblical
foundations of natural law as has been done by the more recent Protestants. These latter-
day Protestants have abandoned the most important leg of the natural law tripod, the
moral-law leg. Because natural rights are an inevitable subset and corollary of such
natural law, American Protestants have essentially abandoned the rational foundations
of the American legal system. By reasoning from the Bible, it’s possible to rebuild that
rational foundation, but only if one uses legal concepts and terminology that are basic in
the field of jurisprudence, terms like jurisdiction, subject-matter jurisdiction, in personam
jurisdiction, territorial jurisdiction, delict, contract, ezc.

2 With respect to the moral-law leg of the natural law tripod, natural law is the moral
law to which all human beings are subject as a result of being created with the imago Dei.
Although the moral law is changeless, the human understanding of it, and ability to apply
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natural law, on one hand, and the changing human understanding of it, on the
other." As a source of moral law, the divine law is largely equivalent to the Bible.
The divine law is thereby a description of the moral law in its perfection, but because
humans are fallible, humans are not presently capable of comprehending the moral-
law leg in its perfection.

()The leg of the natural-law tripod that pertains to the laws of nature in
operation exogenously to the individual human is now understood better than
it ever has been, given the advances in science that have happened over the last
several hundred years. But this leg is not adequately understood, especially given
the current rational fragmentation of this leg. (ii)The leg of the natural-law tripod
that pertains to the laws of nature in operation endogenously to the given human are
also not well understood, in spite of the fact that these endogenous laws are better
understood than they ever have been. (iii) The leg of the natural-law tripod defined
as roughly equivalent to the field of ethics, and which might be called the science of
choice-making, is also poorly developed, given that humans generally do not know
well how to behave in order to maintain themselves as perpetual standing waves.

Because the moral-law leg of this three-fold definition of natural law depends
upon cognition, a core problem in getting a clear and reliable definition of natural
law revolves around defining cognition. Rigorously articulating HOW cognition
works would require impossible libraries. But THAT cognition works is beyond
dispute, except perhaps by radical skeptics. Here, this theodicy attempts to present
what’s true about cognition, from a common-sense perspective. This common-sense
approach should suffice to show how the concept of natural law is crucial to a
rational understanding of Genesis 3, and therefore to this theodicy.

According to common sense, in order for any given person to recognize
something, it's necessary for that person to have a concept of that thing. If the
thing is an external object, like a tree, then in order for a person to recognize that
tree, the person must have a mental category, “tree”, that can allow the perceiver to
re-cognize the external object. How it happens may be a great mystery to science.
Nevertheless, that it happens is beyond question.

Somehow, as people grow from infancy, they learn to transform sense data into
percepts, where a percept is an endogenous instantiation of an exogenous standing
wave, as an internal facsimile of that external object. To be clear, “facsimile” here

it properly, change with time. Natural law is a subset of the eternal law that includes both
the changeless moral law and the changing human understanding of it.

1 For a more thorough description of the natural-law tripod, sce A Memorandum of
Law and Fact Regarding Natural Personhood.
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means replication of relevant data about the external object without actually
reproducing an internal duplicate of the object. Presumably, cognitive replicas of
external objects get produced internally by way of one’s nervous system. People
generally have powers of abstraction which allow transformation of percepts into
concepts, where concepts are an abstract categorization of percepts, and where
concepts can be linked together into systems of concepts that are interconnected
by various linguistic cues, into causal and other kinds of relationships. From early
childhood forward, and throughout life, as long as the perceiver is more-or-less
mentally healthy, people generally form cognitive counterparts to external phenomena,
thereby allowing cognitive processing of such exogenous phenomena. Something
similar to this happens for all forms of life, except that the more rudimentary the
nervous system, the less the organism is able to abstract, and the more the organism
is dependent strictly upon sense data, and the less it’s dependent on percepts and
concepts. If the organism has no form of nervous system whatever, then it’s entirely
dependent upon sense data.

All these claims about a correspondence theory of perception -- regarding sense
data, percept formation, concept formation, the endogenous mental organization of
concepts into systems of interrelated concepts, efc. -- are being made based purely
on common sense and reason. There are numerous breeds of epistemology that
speak at great length about such issues. Given the sophistication of current brain
science, the author believes it’s not necessary, and in fact, could be a distraction to
venture much further into the epistemological weeds. So the author will only say a
few more things about mind science (as distinct from brain science) in this section,
only enough to establish that by way of a correspondence theory of perception, the
God-given rules of epistemology are crucial to one of the three legs of natural law,
namely the moral-law leg.

Given that the universe operates according to laws, laws are built into all the
phenomena in nature. Even if scientists reject belief in a creator, and even if they
reject “law” as a useful aspect of their nomenclature, it would be impossible for them
to do science without acknowledging that there are laws, rules, ezc., by which nature
operates. Without rules, mathematics doesn’t exist, reason doesn’t exist, physics
doesn’t exist, and humanity returns to a state in which all of nature is whimsical
and unpredictable. These facts bear directly upon human perception. The more
accurately perceiver P is able to replicate all natural laws that pertain to external
phenomenon E, replicating E as percept PP and concept C, the more P will be
able to behave with respect to E in a way that enhances P’s ability to remain free
of damping / incohesiveness. So natural laws do not exist only in external object
E. There are also natural laws that exist in PP and C. Because these endogenous
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natural laws pertain to morality, i.e., to how P acts relative to E, they are at least as
important as the exogenous natural laws that undergird E.

External phenomenon E certainly has natural laws that pertain to it, and that
are responsible for E’s existence. And it’s intuitively obvious, if not objectively
obvious, that perceiver P needs to have an accurate representation of external object
E in his/her concept C. But P needs more than a mere internal facsimile of E. P
needs knowledge about how to use E to maintain and enhance P as a standing
wave that’s not vulnerable to damping / incohesiveness. So not only does C need
to be an accurate representation of E, but C also needs to contain P’s attitudes
about E, and P’s knowledge about how to use E to maintain and enhance the status
of P as a standing wave that is unencumbered by damping / incohesiveness. So
natural law governs not only external phenomenon E, but also the replication of E
as PP and C, and all the thoughts, speech, and behavior that define P’s relationship
to E. So natural law is primarily moral law. It is the moral law that God put
into the creation that defines and determines how humans need to behave in order
to maintain themselves as standing waves that are unencumbered by damping /
incohesiveness, and so that the people thereby have eternal life. In other words, the
moral-law leg dominates the three-fold nature of natural law. This is because the
most important aspect of natural law is that it is law that defines how humans can
know what they need to know when they need to know it; so that they choose what
they need to choose when they need to choose it; so that they do what they need to
do when they need to do it; where need is defined purely in terms of what it takes to
be a standing wave that is perpetually unencumbered by damping / incohesiveness.

Now that it’s clear what the natural law is, it should be easier to speak of the
devil’s role in this problem of evil. --- Because the biblical devil is a fallen angel, it
should be helpful to examine angels and demons in general to see how the devil
in Genesis 3 fits into this larger category. The Bible clearly claims that angels and
demons exist. Historically the most hardened advocates of the scientific method
and rationality have dismissed the Bible’s claims about angels and demons as pure
mythology that may have some literary value, but that does not deserve any more
significant place in any “civilized” society than any other kind of mythology. But
the current implementation of the Heisenberg Uncertainty Principle should be
taken by all as a prime example of why science should not be allowed to have the
final say about what counts as reality, and what doesn’t. The claim that angels exist
should be seen by all rational people as more rational than the claim that chance
is a thing that exists in objective reality. Chance is not a physical thing any more
than a mathematical line is a physical thing. Chance and mathematical lines are
purely conceptual things, but never physical things. --- If science, with such radical
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abandon, insists that mathematical phenomena like chance exist in nature, then
why should laymen not see this insistence as anything other than the creation of
pseudo-scientific mythologies by people who have far more power in society than
they deserve? Chance is not a physical thing any more than a mathematical line or
point is a physical thing. If the scientific priesthood insists on such folly, then the
scientific laity should have no reservations about eliminating all their funding of
such pseudo-science.

As far as this author knows, angels have never been captured and measured by
scientists. Like chance and mathematical lines and points, they may exist and be
extremely useful in a purely psychic domain, and perhaps have no physical existence.
The fact that no one has offered concrete evidence for their physical existence is not
sufficient reason to claim that they don’t exist, any more than it’s sufficient reason
to claim that mathematical chance, lines, and points don’t exist. A purely psychic
existence is still an existence, even if it’s never a physical existence.

Genesis 3:24 indicates that God set angels to guard the tree of life, to thereby
divert the threat that fallen people posed to the celestial order. People had surrendered
themselves to damping / incohesiveness. While in that dying condition, they might
have tried to access eternal life by way of a shortcut that violated natural law. So
God set these angels as guards to eliminate that threat. It’s reasonable to assume that
these guardian angels were good. Before making that assumption, it’s important
to first know how to distinguish good angels from bad angels, assuming for the
moment that angels exist. In Genesis 1, the Bible clearly indicates that God stated
that the entire creation was good. The narrative leaves no doubt that angels are
part of the creation. So according to the narrative, all angels are good. This should
cause one to wonder if there is any such thing as a bad angel. Or it should at least
cause one to wonder when the serpent went bad. Did he go bad before, during,
or after the people violated the ban? --- Perhaps angels are psychic guardians of
spiritual principles, and perhaps they are only evil to the extent that such principles
are somehow misapplied. They might have a psychic existence like mathematical
lines and points, and thereby have an existence like tools that are only as good or bad
as their users make them. Before accepting or rejecting such speculation, it’s first
important to explore it. Likewise, before accepting or rejecting the proposition that
angels exist, it’s first necessary to explore what they presumably are. So it’s necessary
to explore more thoroughly the sequence of metaphorical events in Genesis 2-3.

By rejecting God’s warning about eating the fruit of the tree of knowledge of
good and evil, the people were in effect telling God that their range of choices was
too small. They were in effect claiming that the garden ecological niche was not
their natural niche. They were in effect attempting to exchange the garden niche for
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an ecological niche which gave them a broader range of choices. A huge problem
with this alternative ecological niche is that they would be unable to maintain
their status as standing waves unencumbered by damping / incohesiveness in that
alternative niche. By opting for this alternative ecological niche, they were entering
into an ecological niche in which they would be prone to misapplying spiritual
principles. So at this interface between the garden niche and the out-of-the-garden
niche, the devil may be bad only because the people are commanding him to be bad.
To thoroughly investigate this possibility, it’s necessary to identify what spiritual
principle the devil might supposedly guard. The angels in Genesis 3:24 were clearly
set to guard the principle of eternal life from access by people who might try to
access it without sufficient regard for natural law. If angels are generally psychic
guardians of principles, as they clearly are in Genesis 3:24, then what principle is the
serpent supposed to guard?

Scriptures like Ezekiel 28:11-19 and Isaiah 14:3-27 show what this angel
guards, according to biblical fact-claims. This is the covering cherub. A reasonable
interpretation of what this means is that this is the angel of appearances. When
the people became confused about how to properly interpret appearances, they
relied on appearances, and appearances misled them. They misperceived because
they lacked the necessary mental equipment to process sensory inputs into accurate
understanding. Lucifer, who in Genesis 3 (according to this interpretation) became
Ha Satan, meaning “the enemy”, is the angel over this whole process of misperception
because he is the archangel over appearances. Misperception inevitably means
violation of natural law, both the endogenous-laws-of-nature leg and the moral-
law leg.! So the angel of appearances -- the guardian of the fact that appearances
exist -- is by default also the angel over misperception. Because misperception of
natural law by an organism that has the capacity to be a perpetual standing wave is
inherently perverse, God acknowledged the curse on this angel, this covering cherub,
this angel over this whole process of misperception.

The angel of appearances clearly lied, saying, “You surely shall not die!”. If the
people had not been inclined to believe the lie, they would not have believed it. The
reason they were inclined to believe the lie is because they were designed from the
beginning to occupy a different ecological niche from the garden ecological niche.
They were designed to occupy an ecological niche in which their range of choices
covered the entire purview of the natural law. They were inclined by the nature
given them by God to desire to operate within an ecological niche in which their
range of choices covered the full range of good and evil. God put them into the

1 They suffered perceptual disintegration, meaning the incoherence of the previously
coherent relationship between the three legs of the natural law tripod.
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garden niche at creation, in order to protect them from the consequences of their
own lack of information processing software. God created them to be miniature
sovereigns. As such, they would need to take dominion over their own minds.
They would need to take complete responsibility for their own actions. God would
remain forever blameless and utterly sovereign. The fact that the man blamed the
woman, and the woman blamed the serpent, is evidence that they were in no frame
of mind to take complete responsibility as miniature sovereigns. They admitted no
guilt. They passed the buck. They thereby proved that they were not qualified to
be miniature sovereigns, even though they were designed to be miniature sovereigns,
and even though they chose the broader range of choices that go with the miniature
sovereign’s ecological niche. As fully-functioning miniature sovereigns, they would
certainly take full responsibility for their actions. By passing the buck, they proved
that they were not fully functioning. But that doesn’t mean that there was anything
wrong with the way they were designed and created. They had the imago Dei before
the fall, and they had it afterward. But they would need to take dominion over their
own minds, meaning that they would need to learn how to avoid being deceived
by appearances, and each would need to take full responsibility for all of his/her
thoughts, choices, actions, ezc.

Clearly the serpent is a metaphor representing the angel of appearances who
turned into The Enemy. As the angel of appearances, Ha Satan is the master of
disguises. When God acknowledged that the serpent was cursed (Genesis 3:14-15),
God alluded to a plan that had been put in place even before the creation, a plan
for redeeming at least a portion of this species that was entering into this out-of-
the-garden ecological niche.! The prophecy says, “He shall bruise you on the head,
And you shall bruise him on the heel”.? This compound sentence is also clearly
metaphorical. When understood within the Bible’s overall context, “He” in this
prophecy is essentially referring to the only human being in existence (i)who was and
is utterly sinless; (ii)who has no inclination to succumb to damping / incohesiveness;
(iii)who is eternally at one and in harmony with God the Father; and (iv)who would,
through a system of carefully structured covenants, over thousands of years, lead at
least a portion of this species into redemption, i.e., into an ecological niche in which
damping / incohesiveness would be utterly eliminated / mitigated. The prophecy is
metaphorically predicting everything that would unfold in all the rest of the Bible
from Genesis 4:1 to Revelation 22:21. 'The evidence shows that the rest of the
Bible is an expression of this redemptive process. Redemption means the growth of

1 'This plan is sometimes called the “covenant of redemption”. --- Grudem, pp. 518-519.
2 'This prophecy is sometimes called the “protoevangel”, meaning the first mention of
“the gospel”.
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this species, or at least a significant part of it, into its full functionality within the
out-of-the-garden ecological niche. At maturation this redemption means that the
individual organisms within this sub-species have eternal life, and simultaneously
have access to all the knowledge of good and evil needed by miniature sovereigns.
Being a miniature sovereign, in the fullest sense, means that each organism knows
what it needs to know when it needs to know it; chooses what it needs to choose
when it needs to choose it; and does what it needs to do when it needs to do it; so
that the organismic standing wave does not suffer from damping and doesn’t become
incohesive. This means that upon full redemption, each of these redeemed organisms
has freedom from misperception, freedom from deception, the status of being fully
qualified as a miniature sovereign, uninhibited access to eternal life, occupation
of an ecological niche that includes the full range of choices available under the
full purview of the natural law, and full freedom from damping / incohesiveness.
These are basic attributes of the miniature sovereign in the final-destination, New-
Jerusalem niche. But entering into this final ecological niche cannot be done willy
nilly. It can only be accomplished in compliance with natural law. This means that
it can only be accomplished through a very specific kind of strategy, and this specific
strategy revolves around “He” in the Genesis 3:15 prophecy.

Regarding this metaphorical creature that “He shall bruise ... on the head”,
there has been a distinction made by philosophers, scientists, and theologians
throughout most of Christian history between the “natural” and the “supernatural”.
This metaphorical creature has generally been assumed to inhabit the “supernatural”.
Kant tried to draw an impenetrable barrier between these two by allocating the
natural domain to what he called the “phenomenal”, and allocating the supernatural
domain to what he called the “noumenal”. Both the natural-supernatural dichotomy
and the phenomenal-noumenal dichotomy should now be understood to have a
dubious status, because both are arbitrary misapplications of either-or logic. If a
perception / phenomenon can be tested scientifically, then the existence of that
phenomenon is certainly less dubious than if it cannot be tested. On the other hand,
if a perception / phenomenon cannot be tested, that by itself does not invalidate
either the perception or the phenomenon. Massive experience over the last 500 years
shows that what was not testable yesterday is often testable today, and what is not
testable today may be testable tomorrow. Creating arbitrary barriers like these two
dichotomies creates unnecessary and avoidable social schisms and conflicts.!

1 The author’s recommended elimination of the natural-supernatural dichotomy

should not be read as equivalent to a recommendation to eliminate the doctrine of God’s
simultaneous transcendence - immanence. The author absolutely does not recommend the
elimination of this doctrine.
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Under the regimes of these two dichotomies, natural law has generally
been understood as being confined to the natural and phenomenal. If these two
dichotomies are rejected, then natural law can be understood as being confined to
the three legs of the natural law described above. Natural law can then be more
easily understood to be a subset of eternal law, where much of eternal law will
remain eternally untestable because humans were not designed to be omniscient.

Sub-Chapter 4:
Wave Physics in the Realm of Human Thought

One of the premises of this theodicy is that compatibility exists between physics
and Bible-based theology. As surely as there is no inherent conflict between general
revelation and special revelation because the same rational God is the source of each,
there should be no inherent conflict between science and theology. So there needs to
be give-and-take between these two fields so that neither warps the other. It appears
that approaching existing circumstances by submitting facts from general revelation
for consideration under special revelation will be less likely to generate warping than
by imposing special revelation dogmatically.! That’s why this theodicy started with
wave physics, rather than with theological posturing. The relationship between
these two arenas needs to be understood to be a feedback loop. Up to this point
in this theodicy, this feedback loop has been dominated by the secular-scientific
/ general-revelation side of the loop. The emphasis is about to shift so that the
theological side will dominate this feedback loop more. In order to tell the biblical
story in this theodicy, that shift is practically inevitable. But for that transition to
proceed properly, a final bridge needs to be built from the general-revelation side of
the feedback loop. That bridge pertains to the realm of human thought. The Bible
speaks hugely about law, social relations, and life in general. Because law and social
relations are inevitably embedded in the thought realm, the feedback loop fizzles out
unless wave physics can cast some genuine insights into the realm of human thought.
Existing physical evidence does in fact cast such genuine insight into the realm of
human thought.

1 Bible-based theology, as a serious and important pursuit, has always had a duty to
speak truth into the scientific endeavor. But over the last two hundred plus years, perhaps
since the death of Jonathan Edwards and the publications of Immanuel Kant, this duty
has been sorely neglected. During this period of time, theology as a rational pursuit has
been not only neglected, but also vandalized and plundered. Under such circumstances,
it’s not equipped to speak truth into the scientific endeavor, at least not until its
practitioners get up to speed.
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As was indicated above,' there is ample scientific research that shows that human
mental processes are vulnerable to manipulation through resonance between the
brain’s frequency code and exogenous electromagnetic waves. Although there may
be little or no conclusive evidence showing that thoughts exists as mental signal
waves that are somehow combined with physical electromagnetic carrier waves, the
evidence is overwhelming that something along these lines is highly probable.” So
this theodicy will proceed by assuming henceforth that something along these lines
is the truth. More specifically, subjective experiences of the mind are somehow
carried as signal waves on extremely weak electromagnetic carrier waves. This means
that all the rules that subtend the superposition principle apply as much to mental
phenomena as they do to physical waves. This has huge implications with respect to
the nature of agreements.

If a thought is somehow a wave, then an agreement between two people is
composed of the thought waves of those two people, where those thought waves
superpose. More specifically, in a genuine agreement there is constructive interference
between the thought waves of two or more people with respect to the subject matter
of the agreement. Likewise, in a disagreement, there is destructive interference
between the thought waves of two or more people with respect to the subject
matter of the disagreement. If two people who are agreeing or disagreeing about
a particular subject matter are more-or-less mentally stable, then that agreement /
disagreement exists as a standing wave between them. This means that every human
being presently alive on the planet is at least hypothetically in electromagnetically
interfering standing waves with every other human being with respect to the subject
matter of the people's opinions, beliefs, commitments, ezc. People who are utterly
agnostic or ignorant with respect to a given subject matter might be excluded from
this matrix of agreements and disagreements with respect to the given subject matter.
People who are so far away that the signal strength is too weak to cause resonance
are probably also excluded. But anyone who is not too far away and is not utterly
agnostic or ignorant is inevitably a participant in such a superposition grid.

If all humanity existed in this thought matrix, then the superposition principle
would apply to the matrix as a whole. This means that the thoughts, beliefs, opinions,
commitments, ec., of the human race would superpose to form a single standing wave.
But distance diminishes the effects of such resonance, causing the superposition

1 See CHAPTER B, Sub-Chapter 2, Evidence that the Mind Is Vulnerable to Brain
Manipulation, above.

2 Asindicated above, in CHAPTER B, Sub-Chaprer 1, The Wave Nature of the Human
Body, “The human body ... translates external signals through its biocircuits in the same
way” that radio and television translate signal waves in their circuits.
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principle to not hold, and massive destructive interference exists because of massive
disagreements. At its maturity this matrix may in fact be the same thing as the
New-Jerusalem ecological niche. But under existing circumstances, the human race
is obviously far from actualizing such a coherent matrix.

Even though the human race is still far from the New-Jerusalem niche, it’s clear
that all the mental activity of the human race -- especially the contracts, laws, beliefs,
commitments, ezc., that are strongly held -- tends to form a single standing wave out of
this superposition of thought waves. The situation with regard to this superposition
of thought waves is similar to the situation with regard to the single organismic
standing wave. For each, it’s reasonable to ask what it takes for the standing wave
to become permanent, rather than temporary. But in the case of the humanity-wide
thought wave, the superposition principle is so much failing to hold, and destructive
interference is so much the rule of the day, that it’s far more hypothetical to even
speak of the human race’s psychic standing wave as even existing. Nevertheless, for
the sake of philosophical / theological inquiry, what does it take for the human race’s
psychic standing wave to move from the out-of-the-garden ecological niche into the
New-Jerusalem ecological niche? The answer to this question is largely the same
as the answer to the question with respect to the single organismic standing wave.
Specifically, damping / incohesiveness have to be utterly eliminated or mitigated
before it’s reasonable to call the standing wave permanent. In the case of the single
organismic standing wave, coherence between all three legs of the natural law is an
absolute prerequisite to the existence of a perpetual organismic standing wave. The
same absolute prerequisite exists for the human race’s psychic standing wave. For the
human race’s psychic standing wave to be genuinely permanent, every organismic
standing wave within it’s thought matrix must also be genuinely permanent. So
it appears that this inquiry is coming to a chicken-or-egg question. Which comes
first, permanence for every organismic standing wave, or permanence for the human
race’s psychic standing wave?

Painting this in either-or, chicken-or-egg terms is completely inappropriate. This
is a feedback loop. For reasons that should become clear as this story unfolds, both
the claim that the permanence of the human race’s psychic standing wave must come
first, and the claim that the permanence of each organismic standing wave should
come first, are wrong. According to the biblical story, both kinds of standing wave
enter into permanent standing wave status according to the timing prescribed by the
Genesis 3:15 prophecy: “He shall bruise you on the head”. This prophecy alludes to
a system of covenants that are executed and implemented over a span of millennia.
Implicit in the contextual understanding of this prophecy is the proposition that
the permanent standing wave status of these two kinds of standing waves depends
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upon the timing established by way of this system of covenants. The covenants exist
not only in the Bible. They also exist as implemented through agreements between
individual people.!

It’s obvious that an individual organismic standing wave cannot metamorphose
from temporary status into permanent status without complete coherence within
the three-fold cord of the natural law. But that statement by itself does not show
how unlikely such metamorphosis is for such a single, isolated standing wave. It’s
extremely unlikely, given that humans are social creatures. Mental interference is
impossible to completely avoid as long as people are interacting with one another.?
Further, destructive mental interference is practically inevitable in the out-of-the-
garden ecological niche. In fact, disagreement is the rule in the out-of-the-garden
niche, rather than the exception. --- Because such disagreement is so detrimental
to each organismic standing wave’s coherence, some mechanism is necessary to
mitigate the effects of such disagreement on the side of coherence of the three-fold
cord of the natural law, at both the individual and matrix levels. Among other
things, the “He” referenced in the Genesis 3:15 prophecy offers humanity just such a
mechanism for mitigating the detrimental effects of disagreement. The mechanism
exists in the form of covenants, laws, and jurisdictions that have been written into
the Bible. By properly defining covenant, law, and jurisdiction, and by seeing these
things clearly in operation in the Bible, it becomes obvious that the author of the
Bible is leading humanity, or at least a significant subset thereof, into the degree
of agreement that is necessary in the New-Jerusalem ecological niche. It’s clear
that the mechanism he’s using to do this is the operation of covenants, laws, and
jurisdictions. A prerequisite to seeing how this mechanism works is to understand
these three concepts -- covenant, law, and jurisdiction -- as obvious features of
biblical jurisprudence. So the next major task in expounding the biblical story is
to expound biblical jurisprudence with a special emphasis on these three concepts.
Before starting this major task, a review of the context established by wave physics is
important to keep the story lucid.

1 The reader should not understand the author as claiming here that ordinary people in
every generation are the authors and instigators of special revelation. Ordinary people like
the author and the reader can be implementers of special revelation, but not the authors

of it. 'The biblical authors are the authors of special revelation, and the God-inspired
protagonists of the Bible are the instigators of special revelation. Ordinary people like the
author and the reader may be called to be implementers of special revelation, and rational
consistency between such implementation and biblical special revelation should always be
the goal.

2 It’s probable that distance between people diminishes the power of the interference,
meaning that at some distance the superposition principle fails to hold.
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Given that thought waves exist in the electromagnetic spectrum, the existence
of thought content as a function of electromagnetism has huge implications for the
permanence or impermanence of the individual human standing wave. Given that
humans are social creatures, constructive and destructive interference of thought
waves between individual humans becomes an absolutely pivotal factor in every
human being’s participation in the out-of-the-garden ecological niche. In fact, it may
be so pivotal that it goes to the core of defining the permanence or impermanence of
any individual human standing wave.

Iftwo peopledisagreeaboutsomething, itstandstoreason, underthecircumstances,
that the two people essentially have competing standing waves within the psychic
arena, at least with regard to the subject matter of the disagreement. Assuming that
the superposition principle holds with respect to the two standing thought waves,
such competing standing waves interfere with one another destructively. If the
two people are in close proximity, and if both people are conscious of the relevant
thought content, then there are ample good reasons to assume that the superposition
principle holds with respect to the two standing thought waves. Given that the
superposition principle holds, and given that the two people disagree with respect
to the subject matter of the given thought waves, the thought waves interfere with
one another destructively as a result of the disagreement, and it stands to reason that
such destructive interference has a negative influence on the organismic standing
wave’s coherence. --- On the other hand, if two people agree about something, and
if their agreement is affirmed by natural law, then their agreement about the given
subject matter superposes into a coherent standing wave, thereby contributing to the
overall coherence of each organismic standing wave.

This line of reasoning leads to an expanded view of the laws that impact people.
This claim probably demands explanation. --- Thus far this theodicy has identified
natural law as the kind of law most pertinent to the perpetuity of the human
standing wave. Natural law has been defined as (i)the laws of nature that govern
exogenous phenomena; (ii)the laws of nature that govern endogenous phenomena;
and (iii)the moral law that exists within the ethical arena and that governs the
process of human choice-making, including definition to every human of what it
takes for that human to be a perpetual organismic standing wave. Now, because the
enormous influence of agreements and disagreements on human cognitive processes
demands recognition, it’s necessary to get a more thorough understanding of how
law arises out of agreements, and how law impacts these cognitive processes. This is
especially true given that virtually all humans live in societies that function by way
of human laws. Covenants, laws, and jurisdictions are crucial to this theodicy’s
story.
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As indicated in the Preface, this theodicy needs to develop a solid ideological
foundation before starting the story, per se. It has gone a long way in developing such
an ideological foundation by examining the ideological implications of wave physics.
So this theodicy has been focused primarily on the general revelation side of this
distinction between general and special revelation. This emphasis on the general
side will continue as this theodicy continues to develop the ideological foundation.
But now, the focus must shift to include jurisprudence in the ideological foundation.
This will require increased examination of the Bible. But the focus will be on the
early chapters that apply generally to all people and that contain knowledge that
is general in its content. In the process of searching for reliable jurisprudential
foundations, this theodicy will attempt to keep the search grounded in the wave-
physics ideas already established.
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THE GENESIS 3:15 PROPHECY --- LAw

CHAPTER A:
Laws, COVENANTS, JURISDICTIONS, & EXOGENOUS STANDING WAVES

It should be clear by now what natural law is with respect to its three-fold
composition, at least according to this Bible-based story. But it’s not yet clear how
natural law fits into the larger context of biblical jurisprudence. Because the Bible
is a book of covenants, and is about covenants, and is even a system of covenants
knitted together into a single covenant, and because covenants are by definition legal
instruments, finding natural law’s place within this larger covenantal context is
equivalent to finding it in the larger context of biblical jurisprudence. Ascertaining
this context is crucial to the story.

In progressive revelation,' there are two kinds of laws whose operation moves
humanity forward in the out-of-the-garden ecological niche, towards the New-
Jerusalem niche. These are natural law and human law.” Later chapters of this
theodicy will speak specifically about how the progressive revelation of the moral
law leg of the natural law tripod moves humanity towards the New-Jerusalem
ecological niche. Before that, this current Part of this theodicy will address how the
biblical prescription of human law -- as distinguished from the biblical exposition
of natural law -- is moving humanity towards the New-Jerusalem ecological niche.
For reasons that will become clear as the story unfolds, it’s necessary to address
human law first. Generally, human law precedes natural law in this exposition in
order to define jurisprudential conceptual tools and the overall context of biblical
jurisprudence, and for the sake of developing the ideological foundation before
starting the story, per se.

1 Based on Deuteronomy 29:29, it’s clear that according to the biblical story, some
things have been revealed to humanity, and some things have not. It’s also clear that in
the biblical chronology, such revelation is progressive and cumulative. So theologians
commonly refer to this process as “progressive revelation”. (Grudem; p. 130)

2 In order to understand the distinction between human law and natural law, its
important to know who is promulgating the law. Are humans promulgating the law,

is God, or are both? It’s also necessary to know who is designated to enforce it. Is the
designated enforcer a human, or is it God, or is it both? Because God is the prime
mover, the first cause of everything that happens in the universe, these promulgation
and enforcement questions are probably better expressed like this: Is a human or group
of humans a secondary cause of the promulgation and enforcement of a law, or not? If
humanity is a secondary cause of the promulgation and enforcement of a law, then even
though the law is also a natural law, the law is a human law.
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Some well-meaning Christians, including some otherwise reputable theologians,
claim that the first form of human government in the Bible is the family. Even if this
claim is true, it should be challenged because the family has not been ordained by
God as a generally reliable form of human government. The family is an unreliable
model for government because families can exist without the enforcement of natural
rights that is crucial to reliable government.! The family is certainly important,
and healthy families are certainly crucial to the existence of a healthy society. But
without the necessary emphasis on natural rights, families go rotten as certainly as
governments do. Witness Cain’s city, composed of his family, which was destroyed

in the flood (Genesis 4:17).

Did the family arise out of coercion and fraud, or out of genuine consent? What
are the human laws that are in operation within the family? Is the family based
on a marriage contract, and if so, are the terms of the contract lawful? --- These
questions are important because it’s critical for any /zwful human government to be
a supporter and defender of natural rights, rather than an abuser of natural rights.?
In fact, whether a government and its laws defend and protect natural rights, or
abuse natural rights, is crucial to determining whether a human government and
its laws are lawful, or not. --- According to the biblical story, the moral law leg of
the natural law tripod is inevitably connected to natural rights. That’s because
natural rights are inseparable from the image of God that is built into every human
being. So there is an inevitable nexus between human possession of the imago

1 Natural rights are just claims that all people have as a result of being created with the
imago Dei. Living within the behavioral boundaries of the imago Dei demands that people
not only exercise their own natural rights, but also acknowledge the natural rights
inherent in other people. So one person’s natural rights are another person’s natural
obligations. Such just claims are called “natural” because their Creator endows all people
with them.

2 “The principle distinction between the terms ‘lawful” and ‘legal’ is that the former
contemplates the substance of law, the latter the form of law. To say of an act that it is
‘lawful” implies that it is authorized, sanctioned, or at any rate not forbidden, by law. To
say that it is ‘legal” implies that it is done or performed in accordance with the forms and
usages of law, or in a technical manner. ... Further, the word ‘lawful’ more clearly implies
an ethical content than does ‘legal” The latter goes no further than to denote compliance,
with positive, technical, or formal rules; while the former usually imports a moral
substance or ethical permissibility.” (Black, Henry Cambell, Black’s Law Dictionary,
5th edition, 1979, West Publishing Co., St. Paul, Minnesota, p. 797.) --- Comparing and
contrasting /awful and legal leads to the conclusion that /awful pertains to human law
that is morally sound, while legal pertains to human law that is not necessarily morally
sound.
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Dei (image of God), miniature sovereignty, and possession of natural rights. So if
human A behaves in a way that does not conflict with the fact that human B has the
imago Dei, then A is abiding by the natural law, at least with respect to B’s rights.
So B’s natural rights impose a natural obligation on A, such that A is obligated to
recognize and respect B’s rights. --- Although such considerations are not the sole
determinant of whether a family is healthy or not, in order for a family to be healthy,
they cannot be ignored.

Families usually arise out of marriages, but in the case of an unwed or widowed
mother, adoptees, and other non-monogamous situations, they might arise otherwise.
Regardless of how a family arises, it’s practically impossible for a family to operate
without rules, especially when children are on the scene. Rules are essentially
the same thing as laws. Rules and laws that are not enforced with penalties and
consequences for violation, are rules / laws in name only. Penalties are a necessary
feature of rules and laws, a feature without which the rules and laws cease being
genuine rules and laws. All the circumstantial evidence leads to the conclusion that
a contract and/or a system of contracts is crucial to the existence of every family. So
most if not all families are inherently contractual." This and other evidence piles
up to prove that human contracts existed before the flood, and the rules / laws that
are terms of such contracts existed before the flood. Common sense and common
decency demand that the right to contract is a basic natural right, a right that is built
into the moral-law leg of the natural law. But this natural right to contract doesn’t
guarantee that the rules / laws that arise out of a contract / covenant, including out
of a marriage / family, are consistent with other natural rights. --- At least two
cases existed during the antediluvian era where people got away with murder. These
cases vitiate any claim that there was significant respect for natural rights during
this era. They also vitiate any claim that the rules arising out of families during this
era had due regard for natural rights. This is especially true given that one of these
two murders was fratricide, and the presumed family government did nothing to
execute justice against the murderer. So the circumstances are arrayed to vitiate any
claim that the family is the first reliable kind of human government. The family
may indeed be a form of human government, but it’s not a reliable form, at least not
without an explicit commitment to honor natural rights. Because the family is

1 In the case of relations between parents and children, the relationship may be more
in the form of a bailment, in which the child’s natural rights are bailed into the parent
! bailee’s custody for safe keeping until the child reaches an age and/or capacity for the
bailment and custody to end. Even if this is a bailment, it’s still contractual because a
bailment is simply a special form of contract.
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thus an unreliable basis for human government, it’s necessary to look elsewhere for
the biblical foundation of human government.

DISCLAIMER: Genesis 4-8 describes a period in human history from
immediately after the exile of the humans from the garden ecological niche through
the deluge. This was a time of massive depravity and lawlessness. According to the
narrative, God flooded the earth to destroy all of humanity with the exception of
Noah and his family. It’s common knowledge these days that numerous scientists
doubt the veracity of the flood narrative. Whether the flood actually happened or
not may be an important issue in many respects. But it is not important here. The
point that needs to be emphasized in this theodicy is that regardless of whether
the flood actually happened or not, the sequence of events in Genesis 4:1-11:9 have
absolutely profound implications for the understanding of biblical jurisprudence,
especially the Bible’s prescription of human law. The implications of this passage
for jurisprudence are a primary focus of this theodicy, regardless of the historicity of

the flood.

Sub-Chapter I:

Laws

There is no explicit global ordination of human government, by God, anywhere
in the Bible. But there is certainly ordination of globally applicable human law.
Because law without penalties and enforcement is law in name only, any biblical
prescription of human law is necessarily prescription of whatever aspects of human
government are necessary for the enforcement, adjudication, and execution of the
prescribed human law. The prescription of human law is therefore implicitly
prescription of human government. The first prescription of human law in the
Bible is explicitly a mandate to enforce natural rights (Genesis 9:6). It is therefore
implicitly a mandate to establish human government, but necessarily also a
government limited to the enforcement of natural rights.

So what are natural rights? --- As miniature sovereigns, humans have God-
given claims to ownership of their own bodies, along with needs and potentials
for ownership of other things. The natural state of every human being is that each
human owns his/her life and his/her body. All Christians, by definition, give their
bodies and lives to God.! So Christians are stewards of what God owns. But the
natural state is that all humans own their lives and their bodies. Because it’s so basic
it’s reasonable to call ownership / stewardship over life and body “primary property”.
It’s also reasonable to call ownership / stewardship of these other things “secondary

1 Romans 12:1; 1 Corinthians 6:19-20.
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property”. Secondary property includes real property and personal property. It also
includes the privileges that arise out of contracts. This is because the right to contract
is a fundamental natural right, as surely as the right to pursue ownership of rea/and
personal property is a natural right. These are extremely basic natural rights whose
existence can be proven through biblical exegesis. This theodicy will show that
such natural rights are the basis for the biblical prescription of human law. Such
natural rights are also the basis for defining what /zwfu/ human government and
lawful human law are, versus what counterfeit laws and governments are.

Natural rights are just claims that all people have as a result of being created with
the imago Dei. Living within the behavioral boundaries of the imago Dei demands
that people not only exercise their own natural rights, but also acknowledge the
natural rights inherent in other people. So one person’s natural rights are another
person’s natural obligations. Such just claims are called “natural” because all people
are endowed with them by their Creator. All humans were endowed with natural
rights before the fall (Genesis 1:27), and all humans are endowed with natural
rights after the fall (Genesis 9:6). Natural rights are revealed both generally and
specially.

The primary distinction between the moral-law leg of the natural law tripod
and human law,' is that all natural law is promulgated and enforced by God
without regard to whether or not God uses secondary causes in the promulgation
and enforcement, but human law is promulgated and enforced by humans. In
biblically prescribed human law, God mandates that humans act as secondary
causes in the promulgation and enforcement of natural law. Therefore, to whatever
extent human law genuinely enforces natural law, humans are acting as secondary
causes in the promulgation and enforcement of natural law. But to whatever extent
human law violates natural law, rather than enforces natural law, humans are
operating under delusion, they’re missing the mark, and they’re probably violating

natural rights in the process.

The first appearance of a biblical prescription human law is in Genesis 9:6. As
will become clear in the upcoming analysis of that verse, that verse mandates the
enforcement of natural rights. As such, it is the biblical prescription of human law
in which humans actas secondary causes in the promulgation and enforcement of the
natural rights aspect of the moral-law leg of the natural law tripod. --- The moral-
law leg encompasses much more than natural rights. The most important aspect of

1 I¢s important to emphasize that this is a distinction, not a separation. Human law
that is lawful is always and inseparably a subset of natural law, specifically, of the moral-
law leg of the natural law tripod.
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the moral-law leg pertains to the human’s relationship with God (e.g., Exodus 20:2-
11).! This aspect has little or nothing to do with the enforcement of natural rights.
Another aspect of the moral-law leg pertains to the exercise of wisdom in human
relations (e.g.: Exodus 20:12,14,16,17). This aspect of the moral-law leg also has no
immediate relation to the enforcement of natural rights. But the moral-law leg also
definitely encompasses the enforcement of natural rights (e.¢.: Exodus 20:13,15,16).
In order to keep this prescribed enforcement of natural rights within the overall
context of biblical jurisprudence, it’s necessary to abstract a bit.

The whole program of redemption that was started when humanity was exiled
into the out-of-the-garden niche is a program designed to establish a society in
which all people are in agreement about what constitutes natural law (i.e., the New-
Jerusalem niche). The metaphorical statement in Genesis 3:15 indicates, among
other things, that humanity would have divine assistance in this progression. The
divine assistance exists in the form of the progressive revelation of natural law and
the divine prescription of human law.> But these two kinds of law exist within a
larger legal context.

According to Christian theology that has been accepted historically by both
Protestants and Roman Catholics, the basic categories of law are eternal law,

natural law, divine law, and human law.

According to the line or reasoning
being followed by this theodicy, eternal law is the aggregate obligations that are

contained within the eternal covenant. The eternal covenant is the unchangeable,

1 In Genesis 9:6, God clearly mandated that humans punish humans. But in Exodus
20, there’s no mention of humans punishing humans. Through Moses in Exodus 20,
God is clearly describing natural law, law that God imposes on humans. But there is no
evidence in Exodus 20 to indicate how such natural law is to be converted into human
law. In other words, there’s no mention of a penalty to be executed by humans. There’s
no certain statement that it should be penalized by humans and thereby converted into
human law. Unless there is an explicit mandate for humans to penalize humans, for
humans to presume, a priori, that they should penalize amounts to a presumption that
they should usurp God’s authority as the promulgator and enforcer of natural law.

2 Exodus 20:13 prohibits murder; 20:15 prohibits theft; 20:16 prohibits perjury.
Although these are not presented in Exodus 20 as human law because penalties are not
readily presented there, penalties are presented elsewhere in the 7orah, thereby confirming
that these are certainly reiterations of, and elaborations on, the Genesis 9:6 prescription of
human law.

3 Because it’s clear that Genesis 3:15 is the “protoevangel”, it’s also clear that the
progressive revelation of natural law encompasses what the New Testament calls “the
gospel”.

4 Aquinas, First Part of the Second Part, “Treatise on Law” (QQ 90-108).
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divinely imposed legal agreement between God and all of God’s creation, including
mankind.! According to this line of reasoning, all other kinds of laws are subsets,
either directly or indirectly, of eternal law. Like the eternal covenant, eternal laws
are immutable. Eternal law is a constant that keeps the universe intact. If eternal
law were not immutable, then the laws that govern the universe would be changeable,
and reality would be so slippery that human science would be impossible. Likewise,
if eternal law were not immutable, then the laws that govern human behavior would
be so slippery that social cohesiveness would be impossible. According to this ancient
line of reasoning, eternal law is subtended by natural law, which is subtended by
divine law, which is subtended by the biblical prescription of human law. Natural
law is eternal law as it pertains to humanity. As already indicated, natural law
exists in a three-fold cord.

Natural law is the subset of eternal law that God imposes on humans. Eternal
law is law that God imposes upon creation in general. Because human law that is in
harmony with natural law is the outgrowth of both general revelation and special
revelation, such human law can be rightly understood to be the outgrowth of both
natural law and divine law. The divine law refers to the Bible, which is sometimes

said to be equivalent to special revelation. Human law is law imposed by humans
upon other humans.

In progressive revelation, the nature of natural law is progressively revealed in
the Bible through special revelation that occurs over millennia. The nature of the
two non-cognitive legs of the natural law does not change in progressive revelation,
and neither does the nature of eternal law, and neither does God. But changes
in the human interface with natural law are often acknowledged, and sometimes
instigated, in such progressive revelation. This is because the progressive character of
special revelation promotes improvements with respect to human cognitive abilities.
So even though the cognitive leg of the natural law does not change, human cognitive
disabilities do change through advances in individual and collective cognitive skills,

1 In the same way that humans generally do not consent to being born, to dying, and

to numerous other things that happen in every human life, because these things happen, it
must be tacitly assumed that the sovereign God decrees them to happen, either mediately
or immediately, and therefore at a level of existence beyond the human ability to choose,
and therefore beyond the realm of human consent, the human allows it, the same way the
rest of creation allows it, and therefore gives tacit consent to whatever it may be. Such
tacit consent regarding issues over which humans have no real ability to choose does not
eliminate moral agency. This is because moral agency is only relevant when real choice
can exist, as it does indeed exist in other circumstances.
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thereby gradually exchanging disabilities for abilities. But operation at full cognitive
potential is not available to humans outside the New-Jerusalem ecological niche.

When this theodicy speaks of the progressive revelation found in the Bible, it
means the same thing as divine law as it exists at a specific point in the biblical
chronology. So the divine law and the Bible are essentially the same. According
to the Bible, God reveals his eternal law to human beings. Theologians generally
call this “revelation”. 'There are two overarching kinds of revelation: special and
general.

The knowledge of God’s existence, character, and moral law,

which comes through creation to all humanity, is often called

“general revelation” (because it comes to all people generally).

General revelation comes through observing nature, through

seeing God’s directing influence in history, and through an

inner sense of God’s existence and his laws that he has placed

inside every person.'
In other words, general revelation manifests natural law, the most fundamental
aspect of which is the moral law. Special revelation

refers to God’s words addressed to specific people, such as the

words of the Bible, the words of the Old Testament prophets

and New Testament apostles, and the words of God spoken in

personal address, such as at Mount Sinai or at the baptism of

Jesus.?
Special revelation was the impetus behind the writing of the divine law. Some
people claim that the canon is closed because God no longer speaks through special
revelation, but only through general revelation. This is not accurate. This author
holds that the canon is closed for other reasons. God certainly still speaks through
both general and special revelation. But the canon is rightly closed since the last
apostle died. Understanding and implementing what is already revealed and written
is the task of the times between the death of the last apostle and the second advent.
--- The Bible expounds special revelation sovereignly instigated through specific
people, and sovereignly authored by specific authors. People in the 21st century are
not instigators or authors of this special, progressive, revealed knowledge. They can
be implementers and expounders of special revelation, but not authors or instigators
of it. The biblical authors are the authors of the special revelation contained in the
divine law, and the God-inspired protagonists of the Bible are the instigators of the
special revelation contained in the divine law. People living between the 1st century

1 Grudem, pp. 122-123.
2 Grudem, p. 123
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and the second advent may be called to be implementers of special revelation, but
such implementation will always be rationally consistent with the biblical special
revelation. The instigation and authorship are rightly closed since the death of the
last apostle.! But people in the 21st century are certainly capable of being recipients
and implementers of such knowledge, where the veracity of such extra biblical
revelation is duly tested against the divine law.

If God is God, meaning, if God is genuinely omniscient, omnipotent, and
omnibenevolent, then God is sovereign over the entire universe, meaning over both
visible and invisible aspects thereof. If God is God, then God is the head, the
king, of the universal government. Because humans were designed to be miniature
sovereigns, it follows that humans should form some kind of government as inherently
subordinated to, and complimentary to, the universal kingdom. In order for human
government to exist, human law has to exist. This is because government cannot
exist without some form of law that puts the government into action. If human law
exists, and if it is consistent with biblical jurisprudence, then the human laws will
be terms of some covenant or contract.” This is because, in biblical jurisprudence,
all kinds of laws are terms of covenants and/or contracts, with the sole exception of
rules like fiat decrees by tyrants. But no one should consider fiat decrees by tyrants
an aspect of biblical jurisprudence, because such rules inherently miss the mark.

The Bible is set up as a series of covenants, where each subsequent covenant
is a set of appendments to the previous covenant. Each set of appendments is a
manifestation of progressive revelation. Because these covenants are crucial to
biblical jurisprudence, this theodicy will spend some time focused specifically on
them. But because Genesis 9:6 is the core of biblically prescribed human law, this
Part of the theodicy needs to focus even more on the meaning of that verse.

Genesis 9:6 contains the first prescription of human law in the biblical
chronology. To interpret it properly, it’s necessary to interpret it within the context
of Genesis 9:4. Genesis 9:6 says,

Whoever sheds man’s blood, By man his blood shall be shed, For

in the image of God He made man.?

1 This is to accord with the spirit of Revelation 22:18-19. So it’s right that the canon of
the divine law remain closed until the messiah returns in full glory.

2 Evidence that this is true is based on the fact that all laws that are imposed by God in
the Bible exist as terms within the biblical covenants.

3 By reading it in context, it’s clear that the shed blood is metaphorical. The metaphor’s
underlying concept is any kind of genuine damage done by one person against another.
See Sub-Chapter 3, “Jurisdiction”, and CHAPTER B, “SUBJECT MATTER OF THE NEGATIVE-
Duty Crausk: REFINING THE DEFINITION OF BLOODSHED”, below.
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There is virtually no difference in meaning between this expression in English and
the source expression in Hebrew. The same is true for verses four and five. The word
“shall” in 9:6 indicates that this is a mandate. In other words, God is commanding
everyone party to this biblical covenant to do what the verse says.! How what it
says is understood depends almost entirely upon how shed blood is defined. To
understand the meaning of “blood”, it’s necessary to look at verse four. In verse four,
life and blood are equated. Because of this equation, Genesis 9:6 can be rephrased
like this:
Whoever sheds man’s life, By man his life shall be shed, For in
the image of God He made man.

Reading 9:6 within the context of 9:4 makes it obvious that the shed blood in 9:6
is a metaphor. Many Bible readers assume that Genesis 9:6 is about murder. But it’s
possible to shed human blood without murder, and it’s possible to murder without
shedding human blood. This means that blood in Genesis 9:6 is metaphorical,
because it’s clearly not the core issue. Given that the shed blood is metaphorical, the
obvious next question is: What does the metaphor stand for? Genesis 9:4 indicates
that blood is used metaphorically to refer to life. It’s possible to shed some of a
human being’s life without shedding all of it. So shed blood must be the same as
damage to a person’s life. In other words shed blood refers not merely to murder but
to a corpus delicti, a dead, damaged, or injured human being.?

Like Bible-readers in general, many well-meaning Christian theologians have
historically interpreted this verse to be about murder, and only about murder.
While this interpretation is overly narrow, rabbinical literature’s interpretation is
overly broad. Going back into antiquity, rabbis have found the seven “Noachide
Laws” in this passage. These are the Noachide Laws most acknowledged by Talmud
scholars:?

1 Wherever Hebrew & 7it (Strong’s #1285) appears in the Old Testament, with the
meaning, “God’s ‘covenant’ with men”, this is an instance of what this theodicy calls a
“biblical covenant”.

2 See CHAPTER B, “SuBjecT MATTER OF THE NEGATIVE-DUTY CLAUSE: REFINING THE
DEFINITION OF BLOODSHED”.

3 Babylonian Talmud, Sanhedrin 56-57.--- 1961 printing of English translation by
The Soncino Press, Ltd., New York.. --- URL: http//www.com-and-hear.com/sanhedrin/
sanhedrin_56.html. --- These seven precepts are listed at the bottom of Sanhedrin 56a,
with discussion of them continuing in 56b and 57. Sanhedrin 56b indicates that “it has
been taught: The Israelites were given ten precepts at Marah, seven of which had already
been accepted by the children of Noah, to which were added at Marah social laws, the
Sabbath, and honouring one’s parents”. By “social laws” is meant the establishment of law
courts.


http//www.com-and-hear.com/sanhedrin/sanhedrin_56.html
http//www.com-and-hear.com/sanhedrin/sanhedrin_56.html
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Prohibition of idolatry
Prohibition of murder
Prohibition of theft

Prohibition of sexual immorality

Prohibition of blasphemy

A

Prohibition of eating flesh from a live animal
Establishment of law courts

Given the nature of the New Testament, and especially the scathing things Jesus
said in regards to rabbinical interpretations of the 7orah and Tanakh, it would be
foolish for this biblical story, or for any Bible-believing Christian, to accept these
Noachide Laws as authoritative unless one first did due diligence with regard to
reliable Christian interpretational policies. Following such due diligence, one
comes to the conclusion that in the passage from Genesis 1:1-11:9, only two of these
Noachide Laws are mandated as human law. The two mandated as human law are
the prohibition of murder and the prohibition of theft. The mandate to establish
law courts is the rational mechanism by which these two human laws are to be
enforced.! The other four Noachide Laws may be rightly understood to be natural
law revealed by the Bible in this passage. But because there are no penalties specified
in this passage for these other four, they cannot be treated as human law that’s being
prescribed by the covenant being promulgated in chapter nine. By insisting on the
interpretational policies that yield these conclusions, this theodicy is going against
both Christian and Jewish theological traditions. It’s reasonable to wonder how
and why Jewish theological traditions, Christian theological traditions, and western
jurisprudence in general have all been so wrong for so long. This theodicy’s short

answer is, because they all suffer from jurisdictional dysfunction. Because this
theodicy is going against the grain of such long-held traditions and ideologies, and
because the implications of these interpretational policies are huge, this theodicy
needs to spend serious time divulging how it reaches these conclusions. So it will
do so below.

Because Genesis 9:6 is a clear mandate to humans to execute some kind of
justice against the human who sheds human life, this is clearly a mandate to enforce
human law. Between Genesis 1:1 and 11:9, it is the only such mandate to enforce
human law. Numerous other natural laws may be indicated in this passage, where

1 Whether or not the establishment of law courts is implicitly mandated as human

law will be discussed in detail below. Here’s a preliminary finding: Because law without
penalties and enforcement is law in name only, and because law courts are crucial to the
proper enforcement, adjudication, and execution of violations of the prohibition of murder
and theft, it is also necessarily a mandate to establish law courts.
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God is by definition the enforcer of such law. But Genesis 9:6 is the only verse
in this passage that clearly indicates that humans must act as secondary cause in
law enforcement.! To understand specifically what this human law demands,
it’s necessary to look much more specifically at all the implications. In order to
examine Genesis 9:6 in the kind of detail that it deserves, it’s necessary to look
closely at each phrase in the verse. Within the context of the entire verse, the first
phrase, “Whoever sheds man’s blood”, is implicitly a negative commandment, a
mandate to not do something. So henceforth, this theodicy will call this phrase the
“negative-duty clause”. Because the second phrase, “By man his blood shall be shed”,
is explicitly a positive commandment, a mandate to do something, this theodicy
will call it the “positive-duty clause”. The third phrase, “For in the image of God He
made man”, will be known as the “motive clause”.

TO RECAPITULATE: The motive clause says, “for in the image of God He
made man”. The fact that God has endowed every human being with the imago
Dei is the foundation of what theology and jurisprudence have called natural law
and natural rights. Even after the fall, every human being still has the imago
Dei. 'The imago Dei is the rational source of every human being’s natural rights.
The possession of natural rights is every human being’s inherent, inevitable, and
unalienable possession and property. These days governments do a huge number
of things besides merely prosecute violations of natural rights. Whether these
governmental activities are /zwful or not is determinable by examining them within

the context of natural rights.

While natural law is law imposed by God upon humans, human law is law
imposed by humans upon humans.”? Because humans are inherently flawed, it’s

1 By applying the modern concept of jurisdiction to Genesis 9:6, it’s clear that so far this
theodicy has only been addressing this verse’s subject-matter jurisdiction. Neither personal
Jjurisdiction nor territorial jurisdiction have been addressed. The subject matter is a human
act that creates a dead, damaged, or injured human being. A “dead, damaged, or injured
party” is in many respects synonymous with what ancient jurisprudence called a de/ict.

2 Human law is nothing more than law that humans impose on other humans. Some
people claim that it’s the same thing as positive law. However, the defining characteristic
of positive law is that it is, “Law actually and specifically enacted or adopted by proper
authority” (Black’s 5th, p. 1046). Under such a definition, eternal law, natural law, and
divine law are each positive law. So it is improper to claim that human law and positive

law are the same. So in this theodicy, human law is the preferred term, while “positive
law” is generally preferred in American jurisprudence. The end of Black’s definition says,
“... adopted by proper authority for the government of an organized jural society”. The
underlying issue pertains to who one recognizes as “authority”. One person’s jural society
is another’s protection racket. So the less presumptuous term, human law, is preferable.
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absolutely foolish to make any kind of « priori assumption or presumption that all
human law is authoritative. All /zwfu/human governments have /awfu/human laws,
and are necessarily outgrowths of /zwful contracts and/or covenants. On the other
hand, everybody knows that human history is cluttered with bad governments that
perpetrate atrocities. It’s foolish to think that such tyrannies, and the laws of such
tyrannies, are lawful. So it’s definitely necessary to define the boundaries between
lawful and legal with rigor. The former carries moral content that the latter does not.
So this raises a huge question: How does one tell the difference between genuine,
lawful, authoritative human law, and human law that amounts to nothing more
than the dictates and rantings of a tyrant, a bolshevik politburo, a dictatorship by a
swarm of bureaucrats, a corporate scam monger, or a glorified protection racket? For
anyone who genuinely believes in the Bible, or who believes in this theodicy’s global
story, this question demands marking a distinction between the biblical prescription
of human law and human law that is not duly prescribed.

Obviously human law can either be consistent with God’s prescription of
human law, or not. For example, a human law that protects murderers is obviously
at odds with Genesis 9:6. But that doesn’t stop it from being human law. It just
stops it from being biblically prescribed human law. Humans have a penchant
for promulgating human laws that are inconsistent with the biblical prescription
of human law, and that are unmitigated evil. People need to be able to judge for
themselves whether a human law is good or bad, and the extent to which they will
cooperate with it, in obedience to their own conscience.

Strictly in terms of the natural rights subset of the moral-law leg of the natural-
law tripod, as long as what person A does is not a violation B’s natural rights,
according to Genesis 9:6, person A should be able to do whatever person A wants.!
The natural state of every human being is that each human owns his/her life and
his/her body. All Christians, by definition, give their bodies and lives to God.* So
Christians are stewards of what God owns. But the natural state is that all humans
own their lives and their bodies. In addition to the natural right to own primary
and secondary property, to own one’s life, and to contract, there is also an obvious

1 Of course, the moral-law leg of the natural-law tripod is not confined to natural
rights. There is also moral law as it pertains to human relations with God; human
relations with the rest of creation; human relationship with self; and human relations with
other humans where natural rights are not an immediate issue. As will be proven shortly,
as far as human law is concerned, all these other areas of the moral law can be governed
lawfully via human law only via contracts. As far as human law is concerned, they are
governed by contracts; they are not governed at all; or they are governed unlawfully.

2 Romans 12:1; 1 Corinthians 6:19-20.
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right to liberty. The natural right to liberty means that one owns one’s capacity to
move, to own things, to use one’s property in whatever way one sees fit, so long as
one is not damaging someone else.'

Sub-Chapter 2:

Covenants

It appears that it is part of the human condition that every human being is
endowed with the duty to try to take dominion over his/her own mind.? This is
because doing so is a necessary prerequisite to being a fully functioning miniature
sovereign. Likewise, it appears that it’s part of the human condition that human
relationships naturally have an ulterior motive, which is the establishment of a coherent
thought wave for the entire human race; and it appears that human governments
probably have a role in that race-wide goal. But there is only one verse in the entire
Bible that speaks specifically about such government, meaning specifically about
how to implement human law that’s applicable to the entire human race.” The
verse is Genesis 9:6. There is massive progressive revelation about how to implement
human law at the local level.* But how to implement human law that is applicable
to every kind of human being, without jurisdictional dysfunction, depends almost

entirely upon the proper interpretation of that verse.

In the terminology used in this theodicy, the first biblical covenant, the Edenic
Covenant, appears in Genesis 18&2. This is the Bible’s foundational covenant, or
what might be called its original “constitution”. There is a covenant more basic
than the Edenic Covenant, and this more basic covenant is sometimes called the
“covenant of redemption”. The Edenic Covenant is equivalent to what traditional
Reformed Theology has called the “covenant of works”’ According to Reformed
Theology, the “covenant of redemption” logically preceded (and perhaps also

1 For the sake of preserving natural rights from abuse by human governments, it’s
important to maintain that natural rights are beyond enumeration and closed definitions.
2 The New Testament calls it “renewing of your mind” (Romans 12:2; Ephesians 4:23).
It’s an important part of the sanctification process.

3 'The Bible is loaded with manifestations of the moral-law leg of the natural law tripod,
and it’s obvious that all such natural law applies to all humans. But this theodicy will
prove shortly that due regard for jurisdictional boundaries precludes all such natural law
from simultaneously being biblical prescription of human law.

4 Meaning, by way of covenants that have a local in personam jurisdiction.

5  Grudem, pp. 516-518.
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temporally preceded) the covenant of works.! Regarding biblical jurisprudence
that’s aimed specifically at expounding the biblical prescription of human law, the
Edenic Covenant / “covenant of works” is as fundamental as this exposition needs
to get. 'The focus here is on eternal law as it applies to humans, meaning natural
law, especially natural law that the Bible prescribes as human law. But the fact
remains, reason demands that there is a covenant that’s more basic than the Edenic
Covenant / “covenant of works”, the eternal covenant, where the eternal covenant

gives rise to eternal law, and where even the “covenant of redemption” is a subset of
the eternal covenant. The eternal covenant is the unchangeable, divinely imposed
legal agreement between God and all of creation, and even between the three persons
of the Godhead who each transcend creation, where the agreement stipulates the
conditions of their relationships. Eternal law is the aggregate obligations that are
contained within the eternal covenant. Although eternal covenant / eternal

law are important concepts in biblical jurisprudence, they are more abstract than
is necessary here. So this theodicy takes Edenic Covenant / natural law as the
foundational legal instrument for its exposition of biblical jurisprudence.

If the presumption that all valid laws are expressions of covenants and contracts
genuinely carries biblical weight -- as this theodicy claims it does -- then the
following question is a test of that claim: What is the covenant that gives rise to
natural law? --- Genesis 1&2 testify not only to the existence of natural law, but
also to the existence of a covenant that gives rise to natural law. Even though there
is only marginal evidence that this covenant is explicitly identified in the Bible,” it’s
nevertheless obvious that whatever lack of explicit identification there may be does
not detract from the rational necessity of its existence.> For lack of a better moniker,
this theodicy names this covenant after the ecological niche into which the people
were originally placed, the Edenic Covenant.* So the natural law described above

1 Grudem, pp. 518-519.

2 'The Book of Hebrews speaks of the “eternal covenant” (Hebrews 13:20), the
foundation of which could be understood to be the first two chapters of Genesis. Hosea
speaks of God’s covenant with Adam (Hosea 6:7).

3 'The rational necessity is evident because it’s obvious from Genesis 9 forward that the
Bible is covenantal. If the first eight chapters don’t follow the same pattern, then there is
very serious irrationality built into the whole system. So the Bible’s overall demand for
integrity disallows the first eight chapters from being maverick, non-covenantal chapters.

4 'The pre-fall covenant is sometimes called the “creation covenant”, sometimes the
“Edenic Covenant”, sometimes the “Adamic Covenant”, sometimes the “covenant of works”,
and sometimes any number of other possible things. Regardless of what it’s called, there is
widespread agreement among Christian theologians that God created the universe through
a covenant, and likewise humanity.
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is the terms of the Edenic Covenant.! The Edenic Covenant defines not only

the natural law, but it also posits progressive revelation that prescribes how the
humans in the garden niche should perceive natural law (e.g., Genesis 2:16-17). So
the Edenic Covenant defines the natural law, much of which is unarticulated in
Genesis 1&2, and it also defines limitations on the human perception of natural
law while the humans were occupying the garden ecological niche (“... you shall
not eat ...”, v. 17).

Following the Bible’s chronological sequence, the second biblical covenant
appears in Genesis 3. According to the belief that the Bible is a system of covenants,
there is necessarily a covenant in the third chapter of Genesis which appends
disabilities to humanity that make people subject to sin, sickness, disease, and death,
because the new ecological niche demanded those disabilities. Because all humans
are vulnerable to sin, sickness, disease, and death, these disabilities appear to be
part of human nature. The Apostle Paul even says that such disabilities are natural
(1 Corinthians 2:14; 15:42-46). But these Genesis 3 disabilities are not natural in
the sense that the natural law is natural. The Genesis 3 disabilities are natural in
the sense that a multi-millennial but temporary ecological niche is natural. There
are various names for this second covenant. For lack of better nomenclature, this
theodicy calls it the Adamic Covenant. This Genesis 3 covenant defines the natural
law as humans would perceive it in the out-of-the-garden ecological niche. It does
this by appending new terms to the Edenic Covenant.

Neither the Edenic Covenant nor the Adamic Covenant posits any kind
of law more specific than natural law.> Under the Adamic Covenant, (i)the

1 See ParT I, CHAPTER C, Sub-Chapter 3, “The Devil & the Natural Law”, above.

2 'The Adamic Covenant is the first in the chronological sequence of blood covenants.
It appears in Genesis 3:1-24. As a blood covenant, it is a set of appendments to a pre-
existing covenant. It is global, meaning that it applies to all human beings and has

a universal in personam jurisdiction. Even so, it contains no terms that demand or
prescribe human law. Genesis 3:1-5 is an offer feedback loop for this compact between
humanity and Satan. Genesis 3:9-13 is God listening mercifully to the rationalizations
of the humans, rather than destroying them totally as presumably indicated in Genesis
2:17. 'This listening is essentially an offer feedback loop for the establishment of the
Adamic blood covenant. Because God graciously allowed humanity to continue to exist,
traditional Reformed Theology has generally called this covenant the “covenant of grace”
(Grudem, pp. 519-522). Genesis 3:14-15 is the penalty for Satan, which is a set of terms of
the Adamic Covenant. Genesis 3:16 is the penalty / terms for the woman. Genesis 3:17-
19 are the penalty / terms for the man. In Genesis 3:20, the man renamed the woman to
indicate that all subsequent human beings in the out-of-the-garden niche would suffer the
conditions of the Adamic Covenant. In Genesis 3:21, God clothes the people with the
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angel of appearances became cursed as human perception became warped; (ii)
the woman’s child-bearing capacity became cursed; (iii)the woman’s relationship
with her husband became cursed; (iv)their entire ecological niche became cursed;
(v)their food-procurement capacity became cursed; (vi)they acquired a previously
unnecessary need for clothing; and (vii)death became an inevitable end to their lives
on earth." These curses are essentially acknowledgment by God that the recipients of
the curses were going into an ecological niche characterized by cognitive dissonance
with respect to natural law. Because God is God, it’s impossible for God’s creation
to be dissonant with God, i.e., to disagree with God. But for the sake of cultivating
miniature sovereigns, God gave such miniature sovereigns the capacity to imagine and
believe that they could disagree with God. Such delusions are the essence of missing
the mark, and are the source of all of humanity’s troubles. So all of these newly
acquired disabilities exist primarily within the cognitive subset of the moral-law leg
of the natural law, although these disabilities also have profound implications for
the endogenous and exogenous legs. Humans in this cognitively disabled condition
are a curse on the rest of creation, because this cognitive disability sets up warfare in
the psychic domain between good and evil, which impacts everything with which
humanity comes in contact. So humanity is a scourge on the rest of creation for as
long as humanity exists between the garden niche and the New-Jerusalem niche.

The terms expressed in the Adamic Covenant do not express new natural laws.
They express the conditions under which humanity lives in the out-of-the-garden
niche. They are not amendments to the Edenic Covenant, because God, the eternal
law, and natural law are each immutable. They are appendments to the Edenic
Covenant that are acknowledgments by God that humans in this ecological niche
are cognitively impaired. These terms are the continuation of a process of progressive

skins of dead animals, which is why this is a blood covenant. Genesis 3:22-24 are terms
that are essentially passed as penalties to all subsequent humanity in the out-of-the-garden
niche.

1 The Apostle Paul says, “The wages of sin is death” (Romans 6:23, KJV). So both sin
and death are disabilities that became part of human nature at the fall. By definition sin
and death are permanently vanquished at the resurrection of the dead. As will be shown
shortly, the people had essentially two sets of disabilities in the garden ecological niche.
One set of disabilities would never be overcome because they are non-communicable
attributes of God. The other set of disabilities were overcome when they ate from the tree
of knowledge of good and evil, and thereby acquired the overwhelming range of choices
available in the out-of-the-garden niche (i.e., the ability to choose mediocrity and depravity
over excellence). At the fall, meaning when they moved into the out-of-the-garden
ecological niche, they acquired an altogether different set of disabilities. This post-fall tier
of disabilities is to be overcome at the resurrection.
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revelation that started in the garden niche when God banned their full range of
choices under the natural law, thereby protecting them from their propensity to
miss the mark under this full range of choices." In progressive revelation, the nature
of natural law is progressively revealed in the Bible through special revelation that
occurs over millennia. The nature of the two non-cognitive legs of the natural law
does not change in progressive revelation, and neither does the nature of eternal law,
and neither does God. But changes in the human interface with natural law are
often acknowledged, and sometimes instigated, in such progressive revelation. This
is because the progressive character of special revelation promotes improvements
with respect to human moral and cognitive skills.?

The next biblical covenant after the Adamic Covenant is what this theodicy
calls the Noachian Covenant, for lack of a better moniker. This is the first time
in the biblical chronology that a biblical covenant is explicitly identified as such.?
This is also the first time that prescription of human law exists as a term of a
biblical covenant. The prescription of human law is not explicitly identified as

1 Asindicated above, in PART I, CHAPTER 2, Sub-Chapter 2, “Genesis 2¢3 in the Lingo
of Wave Physics”, humans were created without the cognitive equipment for operating
under the full range of choices available under the natural law because taking dominion
over their minds is crucial to the process of becoming genuine miniature sovereigns.
2 To clarify: The natural law that governs correct cognition is immutable, like the
other two legs of natural law. But being cognitively disabled, humans don’t know how to
operate in obedience to the moral law in that leg of the natural law. Through progressive
revelation, God leads humans gradually, through both personal and humanity-wide
sanctification processes, into obedience within the moral-law leg of the natural law. So
human perception of the moral law changes, even while the moral law itself doesn’t
change.
3 It’s identified in the source text, starting in Genesis 6:18, by the occurrence of the
word, &7t (Strong’s #1285). “B’rit is used over 280 times ... in ... the Old Testament.
The first occurrence of the word is in Genesis 6:18. ... The KJV translates & 7it fifteen
times as ‘league’. ... These are all cases of political agreement ... The KJV translates & 7it
as ‘covenant’ 260 times. The word is used of ‘agreements between men,’ ... In these cases,
there was ‘mutual agreement confirmed by oath in the name of the Lord.” Sometimes
there were also material pledges ... [In some cases, covenant refers to a treaty.] In such
‘covenants, the terms were imposed by the superior military power, they were not mutual
agreements. ... The great majority of occurrences of 4 7it are of God’s ‘covenants’ with
men ... God takes the sole initiative in covenant making and fulfillment.” (Vine, W.E.,
Unger, Merrill F., White, William Jr.; Vine’s Expository Dictionary of Biblical Words,
“Old Testament Section”, 1985, Thomas Nelson Publishers, Nashville, Tennessee, p. 50.) ---
Wherever 6 rit indicates “God’s ‘covenants’ with men”, this is what this theodicy is calling
a “biblical covenant”.
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such. But all of the necessary characteristics of a prescription of human law exist
in this third covenantal passage. Because of this prescription of human law, the
Noachian Covenant is properly understood to contain the biblical ordination of
human government. As already indicated, this prescription of human law appears
in Genesis 9:0.

Genesis 6:18 along with Genesis 8:21-9:17 make it obvious that Genesis 9:6 is
part of a covenant. This is usually called the “Noahic Covenant” or the Noachian
Covenant. A covenant like this has a lot in common with an ordinary contract,
but there are also big differences. One thing that covenants and contracts have
in common is that they both have parties. One big difference between biblical
covenants and ordinary contracts is that in a biblical covenant, God is a party, but
ordinary contracts usually don’t mention God as a party. A crucial characteristic of
contracts is that the parties enter the contract through mutual consent. But because
the biblical covenants are divinely imposed, the nature of the mutual consent in
them is very different from mutual consent in ordinary contracts. Regarding
consent, biblical covenants are often more like last will and testaments than ordinary
contracts, because as a party to the covenant, God has a role that’s more like the role
of a testator than like an ordinary party to an ordinary contract.

If one reads Genesis 6 through 9, and if one understands both what the
Noachian Covenant says and the context within which it was created, it’s obvious
that besides God, the parties to the Noachian Covenant include the entire post-
flood human race. If the Noachian Covenant were exactly like a last will and
testament, then each of these millions of human parties could simply say, “I didn’t
sign that stinking covenant. There’s no way I want to have anything to do with
it.”. They could just turn their backs on the covenant and refuse to be part of i,
the same way a beneficiary could repudiate a will. But God isn’t dead, and God
hasn’t been demoted into making any last will and testament. So the last-will-and-
testament analogy has serious limits. This is only a fraction of the problems involved
in explaining the difference between biblical covenants and contracts. The more
difficult problem is in explaining how mutual consent exists in a biblical covenant,
as it must by definition exist in a contract. This is intimately connected to the fact
that God unilaterally imposes the biblical covenants on human beings, whereas
humans can NEVER unilaterally impose contracts on other human beings without
negating the contract, because contracts are by definition agreements, which by
definition require mutual consent.'

1 A more thorough examination of the role of consent in divinely imposed covenants
and contracts appears in A Memorandum of Law and Fact Regarding Natural
Personhood.
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Every covenant, like every contract, has terms. Covenants can be thought of
as a special variety of contracts, as long as one understands the limitations on the
human will, i.e., the human ability to choose." It’s probably just as valid to claim
that contracts are a special kind of covenant.? Either way, both covenants and
contracts, by definition, have terms. The terms define the obligations and duties
that the covenant / contract imposes on those who are party to the instrument. As
impositions of duties and obligations, these terms are essentially laws. --- If one gets
a definition of covenant from a law dictionary, then one runs a higher risk of getting
a definition that is too specialized for biblical jurisprudence than if one uses a normal
English dictionary. This is especially true given that “[‘covenant’] is currently used
primarily with respect to promises in conveyances or other instruments relating to
real estate.”® A definition from a more-or-less normal American dictionary says,

covenant --- 1: a usu. formal, solemn, and binding agreement:

COMPACT 2 a: a written agreement or promise usu. under seal

between two or more parties esp. for the performance of some

action b: the common-law action to recover damages for breach

of such a contract?
This definition also emphasizes the equivalence of covenants and contracts. Such a
definition does not adequately account for the possibility that God is party, as God
certainly is in all the major covenants in the Bible. So this means that both the law
dictionary’s definition of “covenant” and the vernacular dictionary’s definition are
inadequate in biblical jurisprudence.

Out of the more than 280 times that the Hebrew word, &7it, appears in the
source text of the Old Testament, it is generally translated to “covenant” in most
English translations. It can mean treaty, alliance, league, constitution, or what

1 Some things humans can choose. Many things humans cannot choose. The idea
that humans have an unlimited ability to choose is negated by the fact that every human
has limitations and disabilities that cannot be overcome by mere choice or mere will
power. Where there is no choice, tacit consent can sometimes be assumed. Because God
is God and humans are human, tacit consent often exists in the biblical covenants. But
in contracts between humans, refusal to consent is always an option, with the exclusive
exceptions, (1)of guardian-dependent bailment contracts in which the dependent’s ability
to choose, consent, agree is inherently impaired; and (2)when prima facie inculpatory
evidence exists that essentially creates an allegation that one has caused another human to
be dead, damaged, or injured.

2 “In its broadest usage, [covenant] means any contract.” (Black’s 5th, p. 327)

3 Black’s 5th, p. 327.

4 Webster’s Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary, 1967, G. & C. Merriam Co.,
Springfield, Massachusetts, p. 192.
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this theodicy calls a “biblical covenant”. So a covenant in the Bible can either be
between human and human, or it can be between God and humans. This theodicy
is following a convention of speaking only of biblical covenants between God and
humanity as being “biblical covenants”. This theodicy is therefore focused on the
numerous instances in which the biblical covenants are mentioned, where the biblical
covenants are limited to the Edenic Covenant, Adamic Covenant, Noachian
Covenant, Abrahamic Covenant, Mosaic Covenant, and Messianic (Christian)

Covenant.' Each of these covenants is divinely imposed, meaning that God imposes

it on at least some of humanity regardless of human consent or agreement.

Even though the biblical covenants are divinely imposed, human consent does
play a role in the implementation of each of these biblical covenants. This may
seem paradoxical, how a legal instrument can be divinely imposed and decreed,
on one hand, and allow for human consent, on the other. This is not an either-or
impediment to deciphering Bible-based jurisprudence. On the contrary, human
consent is important enough in the implementation of these biblical covenants for
normal jurisprudential analysis to be applicable to them. So the basic ideas about
jurisdictions, laws, and covenants / contracts sketched above are applicable, as long
as due respect for the source language and plain meaning of the Bible exists. Such
respect necessarily demands peaceful coexistence between God’s sovereign imposition
and decree, on one hand, and the human’s consent as miniature sovereign, on the
other. For many people who are ambivalent about being party to any of the biblical
covenants, talk, in the same breath, about God sovereignly imposing laws and humans
necessarily consenting, may conjure visions of Christianoid terrorists enforcing mass
obedience. Wherever there’s a failure to give due regard to the distinction between
human law and natural law, such visions may be apropos. But if due diligence is
exerted towards that distinction, then that fear is simply paranoia.

According to well-established extra-biblical jurisprudence, every contract is a
type of agreement.” All agreements are not contracts, but all contracts are agreements.

1 Some people may insist on including the Davidic Covenant in this list of biblical
covenants. The Davidic Covenant is certainly important in progressive revelation. But

it is not as important in biblical jurisprudence as these others... To see the role it plays in
progressive revelation, see PART II, CHAPTER I, Sub-Chapter 8, “Two-House Portal”.

2 Black’s 5th defines agreement as, “A coming together of minds; a coming together

in opinion or determination; the coming together in accord of two minds on a given
proposition. ... Although often used as synonymous with ‘contract’, agreement is a broader
term; e.g. an agreement might lack an essential element of a contract.” (Black’s 5th, p. 62).
--- People can agree that the moon is made of Swiss cheese, but such an agreement imposes
no obligations that are recognizable in a court, and the parties to the agreement receive no
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A similar situation exists with respect to the relationship between covenants and
agreements. Agreement, consent, assent are essential to the covenant’s existence.!
But covenants, especially biblical covenants, have unusual characteristics with
respect to the nature of such consent. All agreements are not contracts or covenants
because all agreements do not create obligations. In contrast to agreements, all
contracts and covenants always create obligations, by definition. If biblical
jurisprudence is properly understood and implemented, obligations that arise out of
contracts and covenants are synonymous with laws. So all contracts, covenants, and
biblical covenants generate laws, and agreement / consent is crucial to the creation,
implementation, and enforcement of such laws. But because God both divinely
imposes the biblical covenants, and is party to the biblical covenants, it’s necessary
to use a definition of consent / agreement that recognizes limitations on the ability
to choose. Where there is no ability to choose, there is no ability to consent or
agree. In the case of contracts, the comatose are not able to consent. Infants and
children lack capacity for informed consent. The mentally ill or demented, ditto.
In such circumstances, the natural rights of such disabled or incapacitated people
are reasonably bailed into the custody of a guardian, parent, trustee, etc., for their
protection until the disabled person dies or grows out of their disability, or until the
bailment ends by some other means. The custodian / bailee thereby has the capacity
to consent, or not, for the disabled until the bailment ends. This is a kind of contract
in which consent by the disabled is tacit. --- In the case of the biblical covenants, the
situation is similar. Each of the biblical covenants is divinely imposed, as though
the human race were bailed into God’s custody.” Under the jurisdiction of several

benefit that is recognizable in a court, and there are no promises. So most courts would
treat such an agreement as frivolous, and outside its jurisdiction.

1 Covenants and contracts are essentially agreements. The biblical covenants differ
from contracts in that the biblical covenants are divinely imposed. In some of the biblical
covenants, the consent of human parties appears to be negligible to non-existent. Because
these covenants apply to all human beings regardless of the human’s consent, the author
calls these covenants “global”. In the other biblical covenants, even though the covenants
are divinely imposed, participation in such covenants by humans is more overtly a
function of the human’s consent. The author calls these covenants “local” because they
do not apply to all humans without regard to consent. Both global and local biblical
covenants contain descriptions and/or prescriptions of natural law and human law. ---
The role of consent in both global and local covenants is explored more thoroughly in A
Memorandum of Law and Fact Regarding Natural Personhood.

2 Because the human race is, in fact, bailed into God’s custody. This is especially true
as long as the human race exists in the out-of-the-garden ecological niche, where the angel
of appearances acts as a deadly goad to keep humanity moving towards the New-Jerusalem
niche.
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of these biblical covenants, there is absolutely no ability to opt out of the covenant,
therefore, no ability to choose not to participate, therefore, no ability to consent or
dissent in the cognitive sense of those terms. For the other biblical covenants, there
is an ability to opt out. Such jurisdictional distinctions will be discussed shortly.

Like the distinction between the biblical covenants and ordinary covenants
/ contracts, the lawfulness of human law and human government revolve around
the nature of consent / agreement. Because human law can either be consistent
with God’s prescription of human law, or not, human government can either
be lawful or unlawful. Humans have an ability to create human laws that are
inconsistent with the biblical prescription of human law, and human governments
can be likewise inconsistent. The Noachian Covenant first mentioned in Genesis
6:18, whose promulgation is recorded in the Genesis 9 narrative, certainly contains
progressive revelation regarding the natural law. But as far as this exposition of
biblical jurisprudence is concerned, the most important term of the Noachian
Covenant is not merely progressive revelation about natural law. It is also the first
biblical prescription of human law. For reasons explained below, the most obvious
covenantal obligations in the Noachian prescription of human law are the obligation
to avoid damaging other people and the obligation to execute justice against people
who damage other people (9:6). The refusal by human A to acknowledge the right
of human B to consent / dissent with respect to an offered contract is tantamount
to a threat by A to damage B. Under both biblical jurisprudence and customary
American human law, the rule is that people have a natural right to agree to
participate in a contract, or not, according to their own discretion. When people
operate on the assumption that other people consent, where the assumption is not
reinforced by solid evidence, the people making the presumption are operating at
their own risk. This has been plain, obvious, and indubitable in Anglo-American
jurisprudence for several centuries.! Normal, adult human beings are not non-
consensually bailed into other humans’ custody, even though every human being is
in many respects bailed into God’s custody.

It’s clear that the Adamic Covenant consisted of appendments (not amendments)
via progressive revelation, to the Edenic Covenant, the two combining to form a
single covenant that was applicable to the entire human race up to the moment
that the Noachian Covenant was promulgated. It’s also clear that the Noachian
Covenant also consisted of appendments to this pre-existing biblical covenant. Also,
like the Edenic / Adamic Covenant, the Noachian Covenant has jurisdiction over
the entire human race from the moment of promulgation forward. This pattern of

1 But as most of the world’s nations gradually move towards totalitarianism, this ancient
coincidence of a biblically prescribed standard and human law is being trashed.
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appendment to the pre-existing biblical covenant by a subsequent biblical covenant
continues throughout the Bible. In other words, each biblical covenant consists of
a set of appendments to the pre-existing biblical covenant, where the appendments
come into existence by way of progressive revelation. So the Abrahamic Covenant
contains a set of appendments to the Noachian Covenant, thereby creating a new
covenant called the Abrahamic Covenant; the Mosaic Covenant contains a set of
appendments to the Abrahamic Covenant, thereby creating a new covenant called
the Mosaic Covenant; and the Messianic (Christian) Covenant contains a set of

appendments to the Mosaic Covenant, thereby creating a new covenant called the

Messianic (Christian) Covenant.

While this arrangement is an obvious aspect of the biblical story, one very radical
distinction between the Edenic / Adamic / Noachian Covenant and subsequent
covenants is the difference in personal jurisdictions. The personal jurisdiction of
the Noachian Covenant includes the entire human race since promulgation. But
the personal jurisdiction of the Abrahamic Covenant only includes Abraham’s
family, descendants, and adoptees. Rather, it’s even more limited than that. The
Abrahamic Covenant includes only family, descendants, and adoptees as offerees.

In other words, Abraham’s family, descendants, and adoptees may be offered
partnership in the Abrahamic Covenant, but only those who accept, agree, assent,
consent, either tacitly or explicitly, actually become party. People who are not offered
partnership, or who refuse partnership, are automatically excluded. This pattern
that starts in the Abrahamic Covenant continues in the Mosaic Covenant and the
Messianic Covenant. In the Messianic Covenant, there is certainly a covenant-

based attempt at a global offering, but to date, there has been no global acceptance.
The biblical evidence appears to indicate that Messiah will probably return before
global acceptance happens. But the point in this theodicy’s focus on human law
must be on the radical distinction between the global in personam jurisdiction
of the Noachian Covenant and the inherently local in personam jurisdiction of
the three subsequent biblical covenants. The Noachian Covenant has a global in
personam jurisdiction. It applies to everybody whether they like it or not. But
the Mosaic Covenant has a local in personam jurisdiction. This means that
even though the natural law expounded in the Mosaic Covenant applies to all
humans, the human law prescribed by God in the Mosaic Covenant only applies to
people who consent to being party to the Mosaic Covenant. The only exception is
human law prescribed in the Mosaic Covenant that is clarification and reiteration
of the human law prescribed in the Noachian Covenant, which still has global in
personam jurisdiction by way of its Noachian origins. The Noachian Covenant
applies regardless of consent. But with the exception of prescription of human law
that is reiteration of human law prescribed in the Noachian Covenant, the human
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law prescribed in the Mosaic Covenant applies by way of consent, not regardless of
consent. Even though the Messianic Covenant attempts to make a global offer, and
is distinct from the Mosaic Covenant in that respect, it has a local in personam
jurisdiction because it is limited by acceptance / consent. So whatever human
law is prescribed in the Messianic Covenant that is not reiteration of human law
prescribed in the Noachian Covenant applies by consent, exactly as in the Mosaic
and Abrahamic Covenants.

The crucial point is that the only globally applicable human law prescribed
in the Bible is in Genesis 9:6." The three subsequent biblical covenants certainly
contain progressive revelation of natural law. But the bottom line is that NONE
of the human laws prescribed by the local covenants is applicable as human law to
people who are not party to those covenants, except the reiterations of the Genesis
9:6 mandate. These are obvious conclusions from doing jurisdictional analysis of
the local covenants.> No human law is prescribed in the local covenants that is
globally applicable, except human law that is clearly reiteration and clarification of
Genesis 9:6.°

Clearly, the biblical story holds that all people alive these days are party to the
Noachian Covenant regardless of whether they like it or not. So in regards to this
biblical covenant, all humans are either covenant keepers or covenant breakers. But
no one gets to opt out. How this translates into human law is necessarily far more
nuanced, but the basis for such translation is still global personal jurisdiction. The
personal jurisdiction of the Noachian Covenant includes God and the entire post-
diluvian human race. --- Claiming that someone is party to a covenant or contract
regardless of whether they like it or not naturally generates apprehension among

1 Something is global when it (“it” being in the nature of a covenant or a law) has an in_
personam jurisdiction that pertains to all living people.

2 When something is local, it has an in personam jurisdiction that does NOT
encompass all living human beings. Local therefore describes the in personam
jurisdiction of contracts, compacts, and covenants, especially biblical covenants, as
being limited, inclusive of some people and exclusive of others. It should be understood in
contrast to global, which is an in personam jurisdiction that includes all living human
beings. Of the biblical covenants, the Edenic, Adamic, and Noachian are global, while
the Abrahamic, Mosaic, and Christian / Messianic are local.

3 Examples: Exodus 20:13 prohibits murder; 20:15 prohibits theft; 20:16 prohibits
perjury. Although these are not presented in Exodus 20 as human law because penalties
are not readily presented there, penalties are presented elsewhere in the 7orah, thereby
confirming that these are certainly reiterations and clarifications of the Genesis 9:6
prescription of human law.
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those ambivalent or unwilling to participate. When jurisdictional limitations are
understood, this apprehension ceases to have any reasonable basis.

As indicated above, this theodicy contends that all morally reliable laws --
regardless of whether they are eternal, natural, or biblically prescribed human laws
-- exist as terms within covenants / contracts. In order to get and keep a holistic
view of Bible-based jurisprudence, it’s necessary to understand every contract or
covenant as defining the jurisdiction of the given contract or covenant. In the
process of distinguishing global and local covenants, this theodicy has introduced

the concept of personal jurisdiction. But personal jurisdiction is only one of the
three essential components of jurisdiction.

Sub-Chapter 3:

Jurisdictions

While natural law is eternal law as it pertains to humans and can therefore
be characterized as law imposed by God upon humans, human law is law imposed
by humans upon humans. Because both theology and jurisprudence ignored this
distinction for so long, and because the results of such ignorance have been increasingly
grim starting several millennia ago, the distinction needs to be emphasized until it
is commonly understood. This is a crucial part of the biblical story. If there is no
explicit mandate in a passage of the Bible indicating that humans should punish
humans who violate a biblical mandate, then there is no prescription of human
law there.! Under such circumstances, if humans presume that they should punish
the violating human, in the absence of a biblical mandate to do so, and in the
absence of a valid contract indicating that they should do so, then such people are
presuming that they should usurp God’s authority as the promulgator and enforcer
of the natural law. Such usurpation is a violation of boundaries that is the essence
of missing the mark. It is the error at the core of every tyranny. Such boundaries
are identified in traditional American jurisprudence by the word, “jurisdiction”.
There’s no good reason not to use the same word, and largely the same concept, in
Bible-based jurisprudence. It identifies a perfectly rational and valuable concept that
needs to be recognized and used in theology. Refusal or failure to properly apply
this concept leads to what this theodicy calls jurisdictional dysfunction. The
biblical story being expounded here recognizes and acknowledges such dysfunction.
Recognizing a problem’s existence is usually crucial to finding its solution. The Bible

1 The existence of a negative duty does not automatically entail the existence of a
8 Y y
positive duty to enforce the negative duty.
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absolutely offers a solution, but not without acknowledgment of the dysfunction’s
existence.

Similar to the way the concepts of human law, natural law, and eternal law are
subject to the encompassing concept of the biblical covenant, the biblical covenants
are subject to the more fundamental legal concept of jurisdiction. In the same
way that the Edenic Covenant, the Adamic Covenant, and human law are not
explicitly named in the Bible, while all their necessary characteristics exist there, so
that they should be identified in theology, so that it’s clear that the Bible does, in fact,
tacitly identify them, jurisdiction is not explicitly named, but all of its necessary
characteristics exist.

If one gets a definition of jurisdiction from a law dictionary, then it’s probable that
one will get a definition that is too specialized for biblical jurisprudence. Resorting
to a more ordinary dictionary, this is what it says:

jurisdiction --- 1: the power, right, or authority to interpret and

apply the law 2: the authority of a sovereign power to govern or

legislate 3: the limits or territory within which authority may be

exercised!
The second definition is obviously broad enough to encompass eternal law and
natural law, as well as human law. To keep a holistic view of what the Bible says
about law, it’s necessary to comprehend that all laws, contracts, biblical covenants,
etc., are subsidiary to the encompassing concept of jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction in the normal legal sense pertains to a rudimentary concept that
applies to the delineation of a court’s power and authority. Biblical jurisprudence
must define jurisdiction in an even more rudimentary sense. In the meaning that
applies most directly to discerning biblically prescribed human law, jurisdiction
pertains to the power and authority of any person or group of people to execute
human law, (i)against primary property and secondary property (including human
bodies, labor, real property, chattel, and power to contract), (ii)with regard to a specific
subject matter (e.g., regarding a specific type of damage), and (iii)within a specific
geographical location. Based on these criteria, jurisdiction has three requirements
for (or components to) its lawful existence: (i)jurisdiction over the person (personal

jurisdiction, a.k.a. in personam jurisdiction); (ii)jurisdiction over the subject

matter (subject-matter jurisdiction); and (iii)jurisdiction over the geographical
location or territory (geographical jurisdiction, a.k.a. territorial jurisdiction). ---

Because biblical jurisprudence encompasses not merely biblically prescribed human
law, but also eternal law, natural law, and divine law that transcend human law,

1 Webster’s 7th, p. 461.
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jurisdiction has a meaning that transcends human law, unlike the normal legal
definition.

As indicated above, the biblical story holds that all laws that are morally sound
-- regardless of whether they are eternal, natural, or biblically prescribed human
laws -- exist as terms within covenants / contracts.! In order to get and keep a
holistic view of Bible-based jurisprudence, it’s necessary to understand all contracts
and covenants as defining the jurisdiction of the given contract or covenant. It’s
a long-acknowledged standard in Anglo-American jurisprudence that three aspects
of jurisdiction must exist before a court, legislature, government, ezc., genuinely
has jurisdiction.* ‘These three components are jurisdiction over subject matter,
Jjurisdiction over personage, and jurisdiction over the relevant territory.’> Because

1 Evidence that this is true is found in the fact that all laws that are imposed by God in
the Bible exist as terms within the biblical covenants.

2 Evidence that this is true can be found in places like the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure, Rule 12. --- The three aspects of jurisdiction are, (i)personal jurisdiction,
(ii)subject-matter jurisdiction, and (iii)geographical jurisdiction. Note that in Rule

12, “venue” is equivalent to territorial / geographical jurisdiction. (Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure, effective September 16, 1938 & amendments effective December 1,
2006, contained within Minnesota Rules of Court: Federal, 2007, Thomson/West, St.
Paul, Minnesota. --- URL: http://www.law.cornell.edu/rules/frcp/) --- Most States also
recognize in rem jurisdiction. In rem jurisdiction (jurisdiction over a thing) can either

be treated as the same as a combination of personal and subject-matter jurisdiction or as
the kind of jurisdiction that exists in admiralty and maritime cases. In the lacter kinds of
cases, in rem jurisdiction suffers the same jurisdictional dysfunction as the thinking that
initiates such an in rem legal action. Such claims to jurisdiction, and such legal actions,
cannot be considered valid features of biblical jurisprudence. Only personal, subject-
matter, and territorial jurisdictions mesh with a reasonable, holistic reading of the Bible,
for reasons that should be obvious as this theodicy proceeds. The reasons revolve around
the fact that in order for a thing to be recognized by a court, it needs to be recognized

as property that is owned by someone. To allow the existence of in rem jurisdiction is to
allow courts to take possession, and therefore de facto ownership, as the court sees fit. This
is a grant of power to human government that exceeds the grant called for in Genesis 9:6.
It is therefore inherently jurisdictional dysfunction.

3 By now it’s clear what the Noachian Covenant’s in personam jurisdiction is. It
includes the entire human race. This theodicy has also presented a preliminary description
of the subject-matter jurisdiction of its prescription of human law. It includes

damage, exclusively. It’s also obvious what the territorial jurisdiction is. Based on the
way Genesis 9 is written, it’s obvious that wherever human beings are, the Noachian

Covenant has territorial jurisdiction. The territorial jurisdiction, also known as the
geographical jurisdiction, is everywhere.


http://www.law.cornell.edu/rules/frcp/
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these distinctions are extremely important, and because following them is insurance
against abuse of power, this theodicy adheres to these concepts, identifying these
three aspects of biblical jurisdiction like this: Subject-matter jurisdiction is
jurisdiction over the subject matter (e.g,, over the damage, in the case of Genesis 9:6).
Personal or in personam jurisdiction is jurisdiction over the person (i.e., over the
one who allegedly caused the damage, including that person’s secondary property,
to whatever extent it may be involved in the case). Geographical or territorial
jurisdiction is jurisdiction over the territory (e.g., where the damage occurred).

Every contract, covenant, and biblical covenant either expressly or impliedly

defines the subject-matter jurisdiction of the contract, the in personam jurisdiction

of the contract, and the territorial jurisdiction of the contract.! If a governmental

body has jurisdiction over each of these features of jurisdiction, then according to
long-existing jurisprudence along with common sense, the governmental body has
jurisdiction. As indicated, there are three prerequisites to jurisdiction, and each of
these prerequisites must be satisfied before jurisdiction exists. Before jurisdiction
exists, jurisdiction over the person must exist; jurisdiction over the subject matter
must exist; and jurisdiction over the territory must exist. If any one of these three
actributes of jurisdiction is missing, then all claims to jurisdiction are bogus.
Because God is omniscient and omnipotent, he never lacks jurisdiction. Because
humans are ignorant, finite, and flawed, they often lack jurisdiction. That’s as true
of government officials as it is of anyone else, which is precisely why government
officials need to be under constant scrutiny. --- This conception of jurisdiction has
extremely important implications for biblical jurisprudence because, among other
things, it tends to minimize the abuse of biblical law.

Jurisdiction is extremely important to the proper parsing and understanding of
biblical legal boundaries.” Applying the concept of jurisdiction to biblical law may
be a novel concept among theologians. But, given the present wretched condition of
practically all human societies, governments, and institutions, including the visible
church, this application is desperately needed. In trying to read the Bible rationally,
while using jurisdiction as a legitimate interpretational protocol, one comes to
the conclusion that the Noachian Covenant has personal jurisdiction over all
people. It has what this theodicy calls a global in personam jurisdiction. One

also concludes that the most significant aspect of the subject-matter jurisdiction

1 This is always true of the biblical covenants. Based on this fact, this theodicy claims
that the biblical story holds that it should be true, and is in fact true, for all covenants and
contracts.

2 'This includes resolving the so-called “continuity-discontinuity problem”, as will be
evident as this theodicy proceeds.
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of Genesis 9:6 is given in the negative-duty clause, which mandates that all people
avoid damaging other people. The second most significant aspect of the subject-
matter jurisdiction is given in the positive-duty clause, which mandates that all
people execute justice against people who damage other people. One also concludes
that the territorial jurisdiction is also determined by the Noachian Covenant as a

whole, which is everywhere.

Reading strictly to determine what humans are party to the Noachian Covenant,
it’s clear that all humans who survived the deluge, and all their descendants forever
into the future, are party to the Noachian Covenant. This is true regardless of
whether people consent to being party or not. If one does not give due regard for
the distinction between human law and the progressive revelation of natural law,
as each exists within the Noachian Covenant, then the claim that all humans alive
in the 21st century are party to the Noachian Covenant, regardless of whether
they like it or not, may sound terrifying. Some people may immediately assume
that Christianoid terrorists intend to force the mass of the unwilling into obedience
to the Noachian Covenant. By definition human force is appropriate for the
enforcement of valid human law. It is not appropriate for natural law, except the
human-law subset thereof. Because Genesis 9:6 is the only prescription of human
law in the Noachian Covenant, it is the only term of the Noachian Covenant
in which force by humans, executed against other humans, is required. But to
avoid the abuse of such power, it’s imperative that jurisdiction be established before
enforcement proceeds. Adhering to the three components of jurisdiction: To
satisfy subject-matter jurisdiction, one needs a corpus delicti, a damaged body. To

satisfy personal jurisdiction over Person A, one needs evidence that A caused the
corpus delicti. To satisty territorial jurisdiction, one needs evidence that the corpus
delicti came into existence at location X, where location X is within the enforcer /
adjudicator’s territorial purview. The fact that only human law can be lawfully
enforced by humans against other humans (not natural law exclusive of human
law), and the fact that this global human law is subject to these jurisdictional
restrictions, should eliminate anyone’s apprehension about Christianoid terrorists
enforcing the Noachian Covenant on a global basis.

Asindicated above, the Adamic Covenant contained appendments to the Edenic
Covenant, thereby forming a single covenant that was applicable to the entire human
race up to the moment that the Noachian Covenant was promulgated. Likewise, the
Noachian Covenant contained appendments to this pre-existing biblical covenant,
and like the Edenic / Adamic Covenant, the Noachian Covenant has in personam

jurisdiction over the entire human race from the moment of promulgation forward.
In contrast to the Edenic / Adamic / Noachian’s inherently global in personam
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jurisdiction, the Abrahamic / Mosaic / Messianic Covenant has an inherently

local in personam jurisdiction because only people who consent to participation
are party. This means that all the human laws prescribed in these local covenants
-- with the exception of human laws whose prescription is reiteration of the human
laws prescribed in the Noachian Covenant -- are human laws that can only be
lawfully applied to parties. In other words, with the exception of these reiterated
Noachian human laws, the human laws prescribed in these local covenants arise
out of the contractual nature of these local covenants, not out of a global covenant.

No human law is prescribed in these local covenants that is globally applicable,
except human law that is clearly reiteration of Genesis 9:6.

Here are some examples of such reiteration: Exodus 20:13 prohibits murder.
Exodus 20:15 prohibits theft. Exodus 20:16 prohibits perjury. Although these are
not presented in Exodus 20 as human law because penalties are not readily presented
there, penalties are presented elsewhere in the 7orah, thereby confirming that these
are certainly reiterations and clarifications of the Genesis 9:6 prescription of human
law. Something is global when it (“it” being in the nature of a biblical covenant
or a law) has an in personam jurisdiction that pertains to all living people. When
something is local, it has an in personam jurisdiction that does NOT encompass

all living human beings. Local therefore describes the in personam jurisdiction
of contracts, compacts, and covenants, especially some biblical covenants, as being
limited, inclusive of some people and exclusive of others. It should be understood
in contrast to global, which is an in personam jurisdiction that includes all living

human beings.

It’s absolutely crucial to recognize that the Genesis 9:6 mandate is the Bible’s
only global prescription of human law. Subsequent biblical covenants certainly
have reiterations and clarifications of this global prescription of human law.
Subsequent biblical covenants also have prescriptions of locally enforceable human
law, meaning applicable to people who have consented to participate in the local
biblical covenant. But Genesis 9:6 is the only human law that the Bible prescribes for
global implementation. That’s why it’s extremely important to properly understand
its jurisdictional boundaries.

Human history is almost entirely a litany of government abuse of lawful
jurisdictions. The fact that the governments of presumably Christian nations
have entered into this abuse, this symptom of jurisdictional dysfunction, when

distinction between the personal jurisdictions of the global and local biblical
covenants is so obvious, testifies to how unbiblical even the most biblical breeds
of Christianity have been. But personal jurisdiction is not the only kind of
jurisdiction that gets regularly abused.



108
ParT II, CHAPTER A, LAaws, COVENANTS, JURISDICTIONS, ...

Even though the subject-matter jurisdiction of the Genesis 9:6 negative-duty

clause appears to be so obviously damage, and only damage,' Christendom has not
limited its legal actions to damage. One might conclude that the most significant
aspect of the Noachian Covenant’s subject-matter jurisdiction is that it mandates

that all people avoid damaging people, and that all people execute justice against
people who damage people. But it’s probable that even as far back as the Tower
of Babel, human governments have not limited themselves to this subject-matter
jurisdiction. Confusion about what constitutes Genesis 9:6 damage has existed for
a long time. Part of this confusion relates to ordinary contracts. People enter into
contracts, and contracts are often breached. Parties to the contract are inevitably
damaged by the breach. The breach therefore needs to be adjudicated. If one
does not include breached contracts within the ambit of Genesis 9:6 damage, then
one necessarily concludes that Genesis 9:6 damage is inherently too narrow. The
exclusion of contract breaches therefore invites abuse. Clearly, the nexus between
contractual and non-contractual damage needs to be examined.

In ancient jurisprudence,” it was acknowledged that all people have obligations
not to damage other people.’ In those days, the obligation to avoid damage was
not circumscribed sufficiently and accurately enough to dodge jurisdictional
dysfunction. Nevertheless, by using concepts from ancient jurisprudence, this
theodicy’s legal theory posits the elimination of jurisdictional dysfunction as

an important feature of the biblical story. --- As already indicated, all people have
natural rights, and all people have natural obligations to recognize and honor the
other’s natural rights. All these natural obligations can be encapsulated by saying
that they are a universal mandate to avoid damaging other people.

As already indicated, all people have a natural right to contract. They have
a patural right to enter into binding, obligation-creating agreements with other
people. But the obligations created by ordinary contracts are not natural. Rather,

1 With the understanding that “damage” here encompasses the whole range of a dead,
damaged, or injured party, including damage to either or both primary and/or secondary
property.

2 In Roman law, if one person damaged another, and if the damage was quantifiable

in monetary terms, then it was grounds for a legal action ex delicto. --- See Dictionary
of Greek and Roman Antiquities, 2nd ed., ed. by William Smith, LL.D., 1870, Little,
Brown, and Co., Boston, Massachusetts, p. 817. --- URL: http://www.ancientlibrary.com/
smith-dgra/0824.html.

3 It should be noted that the harm / damage was then, and is now, necessarily
“proximate” if it is to be taken as the reason for a legal action. Proximate means that there
needs to be a direct and identifiable linkage between cause and harm.


http://www.ancientlibrary.com/smith-dgra/0824.html
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they are contractual. Some people might claim that natural obligations are
also contractual for reasons that go something like this: All natural obligations
arise out of the global covenants. The biblical covenants are kinds and types of
contracts. Therefore, the natural obligations are also contractual obligations. So
the distinction between natural and contractual obligations is a distinction without
a difference. --- It is true that the biblical covenants are a type of contract. But as
has already been made clear, (i)the biblical covenants are divinely imposed, unlike
ordinary contracts, and (ii)the global covenants are non-optional, meaning that
consent is tacit, built into the legal instrument at a level that transcends human
cognitive processes, and beyond the human ability to choose, agree, or disagree.
Ordinary contracts NEVER have tacit consent that is this basic. So it’s appropriate
that the tacit consent that’s built into the global covenants produce obligations
that are called natural. The obligations that arise out of the global covenants
are as natural as the rights that demand their existence. On the other hand, it is
well known that obligations that arise out of ordinary contracts can be extremely
unnatural. They can be perverse violations of the imago Dei. So it’s inherently
wrong to presume that obligations arising out of ordinary contracts are natural.
So it’s critical to distinguish damage that arises from the abuse of natural rights
by way of the breach of an ordinary contract from the abuse of natural rights that
does NOT arise from the breach of such a contract." Besides this need to distinguish
damages into contractual and non-contractual, for the reasons just stated, this
distinction between contractual and non-contractual is absolutely crucial to the
avoidance of jurisdictional dysfunction because every contract and covenant has
its own specific jurisdiction. So the subject-matter jurisdiction of the Bible’s

1 Even while making this important distinction between legal actions that arise out of
contracts and legal actions that do not, the absolutely crucial thing to recognize is that

all lawful legal actions arise out of alleged violations of /awfu/ obligations, regardless of
whether those obligations happen to be contractual or natural. To whatever extent a legal
action does not arise out of such /zwful obligations, the legal action does not arise out of
Genesis 9:6. Because legal actions by definition are reactions to violations of obligations,
where the reactions entail the use of force, such reactions inherently cause damage to

the recipient of the force. So if the obligation being enforced is unlawful, so is the legal
action, and so are the enforcing parties. So not only does such a legal action not arise out
of Genesis 9:6, but it arises in violation of Genesis 9:6. --- All these claims are reliably true
as long as one is speaking strictly of biblically prescribed human law, and not natural
law. More specifically, the claims are reliable as long as zrespass-free violations of natural
law are accepted as totally outside the purview of secular human jurisdictions. In other
words, rrespass-free violations of natural law are legal under globally prescribed human
law.
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global prescription of human law exclusively includes bloodshed, where Genesis
9:6 bloodshed is defined as damage to a human being, where the damage includes
death, damage, or injury suffered by primary and/or secondary property, where the
damage can arise out of the breach of a contract or not.

Now that this theodicy has addressed the personal jurisdiction and subject-
matter jurisdiction of the Genesis 9:6 mandate in a cursory way, it should be

obvious what personal jurisdiction and subject-matter jurisdiction mean. It

should also be clear by now that the territorial jurisdiction of the Genesis 9:6

mandate exists wherever human beings exist. It should also be clear that ordinary
contracts either implicitly or explicitly define their own territorial jurisdictions, in
the same way that they either implicitly or explicitly define their own subject-matter

jurisdictions and personal jurisdictions. So every contract has its own personal

jurisdiction, subject-matter jurisdiction, and territorial jurisdiction. These
jurisdictional attributes are either express or implied in every lawful contract. So

in the process of making a cursory delineation of the jurisdiction of the Bible’s only
global prescription of human law, it should be clear what the three components
of jurisdiction are. But because throughout history, humans have consistently
misconstrued these crucial jurisdictional limitations, it is necessary to look more
specifically at the clauses of the Genesis 9:6 mandate, to make sure the biblical story
gets told correctly.



111
Part II, THE GENESIS 3:15 PROPHECY --- LAW

CHAPTER B:
SuBjEcT MATTER OF THE NEGATIVE-DUTY CLAUSE:
REFINING THE DEFINITION OF BLOODSHED

Sub-Chapter I:
Death | Damage / Injury

Ancient jurisprudence recognized the need to distinguish kinds of damage into
damage that arises out of a contract and damage that does not arise out of a contract.!
The former kind of damage was called ex contractu (out of a contract) while the latter
was called ex delicto (out of a delict). Before addressing these two kinds of damage
specifically, it’s important to see damage within its broader context.

It’s obvious that the damage indicated in the negative-duty clause does not include
“acts of God”. Most damage to human beings that is not caused by human beings is
caused by vulnerabilities that are built into the human condition. Such damage has
traditionally been seen as caused by “acts of God”. But this theodicy holds that it’s
not appropriate to blame God for the human condition, or the vulnerabilities therein,
because doing so is the opposite of taking responsibility for one’s circumstances.
Blaming God does not advance the cause of miniature sovereignty. Blaming
God is therefore inherently self-destructive. So damage caused by wild animals,
earthquakes, tsunamis, hurricanes, volcanoes, plagues, ezc., ad infinitum, are totally
outside the scope of the negative-duty clause. But damage caused by one person or
group of people against another person or group of people certainly exists within the
subject matter covered by the negative-duty clause, regardless of whether the damage
arises out of a contract or not. If there is a human cause of the damage, then the
damage falls within the purview of the Genesis 9:6 prescription of human law. If
it’s ascertained that the damage was caused by some human, then the next question
to ask is whether or not the damage arose out of the breach of a contract between

the damaged party and the damaging party.

Common sense says that bloodshed / shed life is the same as damage. It says
that a dead, damaged, or injured human being is the result of an act that sheds
life, where the damage or injury is to primary or secondary property. Genesis 9:6
is not merely about literal shed blood. It’s about damage to one person’s life that’s
caused directly and explicitly by somebody else. --- The claim that this verse is about
damaged life, and not merely about literal shed blood or murder, is reinforced by

1 Example: Dictionary of Greek and Roman Antiquities, p. 819. --- URL: http://
www.ancientlibrary.com/smith-dgra/0826.html.
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two facts: (i)It’s possible to kill somebody without shedding any literal blood. (ii)
It’s possible to shed literal blood without killing anybody. --- Regarding the first
point, suffocation, strangulation, and poison are all ways to kill someone without
shedding any literal blood. Under a strictly literal interpretation of Genesis 9:6, if
someone murdered someone else by one of these or some other bloodless method,
such a murder would be socially acceptable because it wouldn’t violate the meaning
of the verse. Of course, this is absurd. It shows that the negative-duty clause must be
understood to be metaphorical. --- Regarding the second point, a pin prick, a small
cut on the arm, and amputating a limb are all ways to shed literal blood without
necessarily killing someone. Under an interpretation of Genesis 9:6 that says that
this verse is strictly about murder, the verse provides no relief to someone who is
damaged without dying. This also shows that the verse must be understood to be
metaphorical.

When understood within the context of Genesis 9:4-5, it’s clear that the shed-
blood metaphor is referring to shed life. Common sense demands that the shed life
be equivalent to death, damage, or injury suffered by a human being, where the
death / damage / injury includes possible damage to both primary and secondary
property. The “Whoever” in 9:6 clearly refers to a human perpetrator. Whether
it’s possible for the perpetrator and the victim to be the same person is an issue that
needs to be looked at. But the point that needs to be settled before looking at self-
damage is that the bloodshed referenced in the negative-duty clause is damage to a
human being’s primary and/or secondary property, caused by a human being.

There are numerous ways that people can become damaged: “acts of God”,
accidents, bad results from high-risk activities, and numerous other ways that
people can become dead, damaged, or injured without any fault to anybody else. If
damage is not inflicted by some other human being, or by some other human being’s
domestic animal, agent, machine, ezc., then is there any way such damage can be
Genesis 9:6 damage? If someone trips on a rock and cuts his/her hand off while
mowing their lawn, is it anyone else’s fault but their own? Even though there may
be a dead, damaged, or injured party involved in this act, it doesn’t appear likely
that there is Genesis 9:6 damage here, because Genesis 9:6 damage requires both
a perpetrator and a victim. Damage by itself doesn’t entail Genesis 9:6 damage.
So the question is, what damage is inside the scope, purview, and jurisdiction of
the negative-duty clause, and what damage is outside it? It’s certain that “acts of
God” are extra-jurisdictional, because the “Whoever” perpetrator must be human,
whereas God is not human in any ordinary sense of the word. But if the perpetrator
and the victim are the same human, does the damage ever fall within the purview of
the negative-duty clause?
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If human A intentionally kills his or her self, this is certainly a violation of
natural law as revealed in the divine law. But is it a violation of human law? “Self-
murder” has been acknowledged for centuries to be a violation of Judeo-Christian
human law. But is suicide a violation of the global human law mandated in Genesis
9:62 To answer this question, it helps to see if it makes sense under the positive-duty
clause. What sense does it make for human B to take the blood from human A’s
dead body when A has committed suicide? The positive-duty clause says, “By man
his blood shall be shed”. But “blood” is a place-holder for life. So the positive-duty
clause can be restated as, “By man his life shall be shed”. If human A has just killed
himself, and human B comes along as a stalwart enforcer of global human law,
what does B do, try to extract life from A’s dead body? That makes no sense. So even
though suicide is a violation of natural law, and even though it may be a violation
of local human law, it doesn’t make sense for it to be a violation of global human
law, because it’s not enforceable by way of the proportional mechanism established
in the positive-duty clause. It makes no sense for B to execute retributive justice
against A when A is already dead. The situation is similar if A cuts his hand off while
mowing his lawn. If B comes along wanting to execute justice against A when A has
damaged himself and no one else, B is certainly on a sadist’s errand.

In cases of self-damage, even though the damage is real, the perpetrator and the
victim are the same human, which means that anyone attempting to execute justice
against the perpetrator is also increasing the harm to the victim. This clearly violates
the spirit of Genesis 9:6, if not the letter of it. The spirit of Genesis 9:4-6 is about
the protection of life. The motive behind this spirit of life-protection is given in the
motive clause. Increasing damage to someone who has harmed himself, regardless of
whether that harm is intentional or unintentional, is diametrically opposite to the
purpose of these verses.

Before concluding that all self damage is outside the scope of the negative-duty
clause, it might help to look at two other classes of self-damage, self theft and self
kidnapping. Regarding theft, it’s not really possible for a human to steal from his/
her self. It’s certainly possible for a person to shuffle books, and thereby defraud
someone else. But this is fraud, where one person damages another. It’s not really
self-theft. Self-damage with respect to theft is not possible. Likewise, it’s not possible
for a person to genuinely kidnap his/her self. It may make a great slapstick routine,
but it doesn’t make sense as human law. --- Because self-damage is so riddled with
exceptions, reason demands that self-damage does not exist within the ambit of the
negative-duty clause.

Some people claim that they have a duty to stop all damaging behavior, regardless
of whether it’s self-inflicted or inflicted by someone else. For example, some people
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claim that they have a duty to stop people from eating certain things. Secular
governments mandate the wearing of seat belts. They make it difficult to procure
certain kinds of foods, like raw milk. Some States mandate the wearing of helmets.
--- Parents certainly have such caretaking duties over their children, and guardians
certainly have such duties over their wards. But for any adult to claim such duties
over another adult demands a question: Where is the contract proving that human
A has bailed his natural rights into human B’s custody?

Sub-Chapter 2:
Ex Delicto / Ex Contractu

As already indicated, Genesis 9:6 damage can be either to primary property (to
body ownership) or to secondary property. If a corpus delicti is understood to be a
damaged body in a general sense, then the damage can be damage to either primary
or secondary property, and it can be either out of a contract or not out of a contract.
However, in its common usage in American law, a corpus delicti pertains exclusively
to a crime.

corpus delicti --- The body of a crime. The body (material

substance) upon which a crime has been committed, e.g, the

corpse of a murdered man, the charred remains of a house

burned down. In a derivative sense, the substance or foundation

of a crime; the substantial fact that a crime has been committed.

The “corpus delicti” of a crime is the body or substance of the

crime, which ordinarily includes two elements: the act and the

criminal agency of the act.!
Although breaching a contract can be a bad thing, and although the damage caused
by such a breach is certainly included within the purview of the Genesis 9:6 negative-
duty clause, breaching a contract is generally not considered a crime in American law
unless fraud is involved. In order to understand the difference between a corpus
delicti within the purview of the Genesis 9:6 prescription of human law, and a
corpus delicti as it’s presently understood in American law, it’s necessary to define the
terminology. ()A corpus is literally a body. As implied in the definition, the corpus
at issue could be a literal corpse (primary property), or it could be something else
(secondary property). (ii)It's important to get a specific definition of delicti, and to
see how that definition relates to Genesis 9:6. (iii)It’s important to know how the
word “crime” relates to Genesis 9:6.

1 Black’s 5th, p. 310.



115
Sub-Chapter 2, Ex Delicto / Ex Contractu

In the expression, corpus delicti, delicti is an adjective that means “damaged”.
Essentially the same word appears as a noun in American law dictionaries. In
American law, a delict is defined like this:

delict --- Criminal offense; tort; a wrong. In Roman law this
word, taken in its most general sense, is wider ... than our
English term “tort.“ ... [I]t includes those wrongful acts which,
while directly affecting some individual or his property, yet
extend in their injurious consequences to the peace or security
of the community at large, and hence rise to the grade of
crimes or misdemeanors. These acts were termed in the Roman
law “public delicts;“ while those for which the only penalty
exacted was compensation to the person primarily injured were

denominated “private delicts.!

The word generally used in American law instead of delict is “tort”> When this
definition of delict says that it is “wider” than tort, it’s referring at least in part to the
fact that torts are legal actions that are brought by private citizens, rather than by
the government. In this sense, a tort is the same thing as a private delict. In current
American law, actions that are instigated by private citizens are called “civil actions”,?
and are thereby distinguished from “criminal actions”, which are brought by the
secular government. Neither torts nor delicts include damages that arise from the
breach of a contract.

This theodicy uses the word delict instead of the word “tort” precisely because it
includes both public and private. It thereby includes all non-contractual damages to
primary and secondary property, regardless of whether the damages are prosecuted
through a public or private litigant. --- Because the basic definition of delicr includes

“Criminal offense”, as well as “tort” and “wrong”, it is important to analyze how
damages that fall within the purview of the Genesis 9:6 negative-duty clause interface
with crimes.*

1 Black’s 5th, p. 384.

2 A “tort” is, “A private or civil wrong or injury, other than breach of contract”. ---
Black’s 5th, p. 1335.

3 “Civil” literally means “citizen”. “The word is derived from the Latin civilis, a citizen.”
--- Black’s 5th, p. 222.

4 In passing, it should be understood that this theodicy is not quoting ancient and
modern legal authorities as authorities. All of these authorities have operated within legal
systems that suffered from jurisdictional dysfunction. This theodicy is citing these
legal authorities only for the sake of manifesting the complexities involved in discovering
Bible-based human law. By exposing the complexities, it should be possible to harmonize
these details with the foundations laid in the biblical covenants. So the purpose here is
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crime --- A positive or negative act in violation of penal law;

an offense against the State or United States. "Crime” and

"misdemeanor”, properly speaking, are synonymous terms; though

in common usage “crime” is made to denote such offenses as are

of a more serious nature. A crime may be defined to be any act

done in violation of those duties which an individual owes to the

community, and for the breach of which the law has provided

that the offender shall make satisfaction to the public.!
To clarify what a “positive or negative act” is, it helps to recognize that obligations
are commonly classified into positive and negative.” Positive obligations are
obligations to actively do something. Negative obligations are obligations to avoid
doing something. So, to violate a negative obligation, a prohibition, one must do
the positive act that is prohibited. To violate a positive obligation, one must do a
negative act, an act of omission, an act that is not really an act, but the absence of
an act.

As implied in the definition of “crime”, crimes include both felonies and
misdemeanors. The distinction between felonies and misdemeanors pertains
almost entirely to the severity of the penalty. In keeping with the spirit of the
positive-duty clause, it’s crucial that the penalty be proportional to the damage. This
proportionality issue raises a very troubling question about crimes under modern
secular governments. The question is: Are the penalties for crimes under modern
secular governments proportional to the damages? The answer is that too often they
are not. To be lawful, the definition of crimes under modern secular governments
must be compatible with the definition of damages that arises out of the negative-
duty clause. The sad fact is that modern statutes and administrative rules are clogged
with crimes that are not against Genesis 9:6 damage even in the most imaginative
bureaucratic mind. In biblically prescribed global human law, damages need to be
proximate, and they must be real, because if they are not proximate and real, the

not to pay obeisance to authorities recognized in human law, but to pay obeisance to the
authority of the biblical prescription of human law. To do otherwise is to deviate from
telling the biblical story. This orientation is crucial if the telling of the biblical story is
to avoid getting lost in the weeds of all the jurisdictional dysfunction that marks all of
human history.

1 Black’s 5th, p. 334.

2 E.g: In his Sefer Ha-Mitzvoth (The Book of the Divine Precepts), Maimonides
classified the 613 commandments of the 7orah into 248 “Positive Commandments” and
365 “Negative Commandments”. --- Maimonides, Moses; The Commandments: Sefer
Ha-Mitzvoth of Maimonides, 2 vol., translation and helps by Rabbi Dr. Charles B.
Chavel, 1967, The Soncino Press, Ltd., New York.
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human law will probably be misapplied, in which case whoever misapplies it will
be guilty of a delict. There needs to be a causal connection between the damage and

» 1

the cause of the damage that is generally “beyond a reasonable doubt”.

In order to parse this jurisdictional issue out, it will help to look at a few examples
of how existing secular government is perpetrating jurisdictional dysfunction. ---

The State of Minnesota proudly proclaims on one of its websites that another of its
websites provides “licensing information on nearly 600 licenses, administered by
over 45 state agencies in Minnesota”.? The vast majority of the State agencies are
jurisdictionally dysfunctional. That doesn’t mean their goals are wrong. It means
their methods are wrong. The ends sought may be fine, but the means used are
absolutely not.* This licensure set of examples of jurisdictional dysfunctionality
will be examined below. Another set of examples of jurisdictional dysfunction
can be found by examining the “Criminal Code” chapter of the Minnesota Statutes,
Chapter 609.* Although many of the crimes identified in Chapter 609 are clearly
damage under the Genesis 9:6 prescription of human law, some are not. This
doesn’t mean that the positive or negative acts that Minnesota classifies as crimes,
and that are examples of jurisdictional dysfunctionality, are really good activities
that society should encourage. The fact that they are bad acts does not mean that the
State has /awful jurisdiction over them. Like the overzealous program of licensure,
discouraging the positive and negative actions that constitute these “crimes” may be a
good and worthy goal. Nevertheless, the methods, in this case criminal enforcement

1 “Beyond a reasonable doubt” is part of the jury instructions in criminal trials. It is,
“The standard that must be met by the prosecution’s evidence in criminal prosecution: that no
other logical explanation can be derived from the facts except that the defendant committed
the crime, thereby overcoming the presumption that a person is innocent until proven guilty. ...
Beyond a reasonable doubt is the highest standard of proof that must be met in any trial.

In civil litigation, the standard is either proof by a PREPONDERANCE OF THE EVIDENCE

or proof by clear and convincing evidence. These are lower burdens of proof.” --- URL:
http://legal-dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/Beyond+a+Reasonable+Doubt. --- It’s
reasonable that in private delicts and contract cases the burden of proof would also be lower
in biblical jurisprudence.

2 'The list of “State Agencies, Boards, Commissions” is at URL: http://mn.gov/portal/
government/state/agencies-boards-commissions/. --- The licenses by Minnesota State
agencies are at URL: http://mn.gov/elicense/.

3 See CHAPTER G, Sub-Chapter 3, Section b, ”Religious Law / Municipal Law”, and PART
III, CHAPTER A, Sub-Chapter 3, “The 3rd ‘Coming”.

4 Minnesota Statutes, URL: https://www.revisor.mn.gov/
statutes/?id=6098&view=chapter.
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methods, are wrong in certain types of “crimes”. There are other ways to discourage
these things than through the police powers of secular government.

To parse the jurisdictional issue, this theodicy has thus far identified two sets
of examples of jurisdictional dysfunction. One set arises from State licensure
programs. ‘The other set appears in the criminal code. These two sets share
common motives, at least facially. Both sets of laws were established, enacted, and
promulgated with presumably good intentions (i.e., with what many Minnesotans
proudly call, “Minnesota nice”). But they are examples of good intentions run
amuck. --- Because the criminal set of examples of jurisdictional dysfunction are
more straight-forward and less convoluted than the licensure set, this section will
focus on the criminal set, leaving the nearly 600 kinds of licenses issued by the State
for a later section.!

Crimes generally suffer from jurisdictional dysfunction when the State
makes either doing or not doing something a crime, and the thing being made
illegal does not fit clearly within the overarching category of Genesis 9:6 damage.
The act proscribed may be clearly bad, or the act mandated may be clearly good.
Examples of clearly bad acts that are proscribed are sodomy and bestiality, which
are both classified as “sex crimes” in the Minnesota Statutes (§§ 609.293-609.294).
Practically any Christian, and most non-Christians as well, agree that both of these
activities are inherently bad. Both sodomy and bestiality are what both ancient and
modern legal systems have classified as acts that are mala in se. An act that is malum
in se is evil in itself. According to the biblical story, there is absolutely no doubt
that such acts are mala in se. But if these acts are completely consensual, then even
though they are positively mala in se, it is not clear that they fall neatly within the
purview of Genesis 9:6 damage. On the contrary, when such acts are consensual,
it becomes extremely difficult to see where the damage is. In cases of murder, rape,
kidnapping, theft, fraud, ezc., each of which is proscribed in the local Abrahamic
/ Mosaic / Messianic Covenant, these mala in se are clearly clarifications of the
meaning of Genesis 9:6 damage. In each there is necessarily a corpus delicti. Each
is an instance of zrespass by one person against another.” Likewise, sodomy and
bestiality are proscribed by the local covenant. But sodomy and bestiality are not
necessarily zrespass. In neither is the corpus delicti obvious. There’s no doubt that
they are absolutely perverse. But perversion, by itself, doesn’t constitute Genesis 9:6
damage. As will be proven below, Genesis 9:6 damage is necessarily some kind of

1 See CHAPTER G, Sub-Chapter 3, Section b, ”Religious Law / Municipal Law”, and PART
III, CHAPTER A, Sub-Chapter 3, “The 3rd ‘Coming”.

2 trespass --- “An unlawful interference with one’s person, property, or rights.” (Black’s

5th, p. 1347)
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trespass by one person against another. It is non-consensual intrusion by one person
upon another person’s primary or secondary property.

The proper telling of the biblical story requires the proper distinction between
natural law and the biblical prescription of human law. According to the biblical
story, every act that is evil in itself, malum in se, is proscribed. So all mala in se are
proscribed by natural law. But whether the biblical story prescribes human law as
a remedy to such mala in se is an altogether different issue. How the biblical story
proscribes any given malum in seis the crucial issue, meaning whether the given malum
in se is proscribed exclusively through natural law, or through the combination of
natural law and human law. All mala in se, acts evil in themselves, are proscribed
by natural law. But whether human law proscribes a given malum in se depends
entirely upon human jurisdictions. --- Because Genesis 9 equates blood and life,
Genesis 9:6 damage is the shedding of life. It appears on its face that every malum
in se is a shedding of life. So it appears facially that Genesis 9:6 damage is equivalent
to any violation of natural law. But this plausible assumption doesn’t recognize
the difference between human law and natural law, and it doesn’t recognize that
humans are not generally qualified to judge the hearts of other people. Humans are
generally only qualified to judge crude physical manifestations of what’s in other
people’s hearts. To assume that one is qualified to judge violations of natural law
in general is to usurp God’s authority as judge of the natural law. So even though
every malum in se is clearly against both the establishment and maintenance of the
individual standing wave and the establishment and maintenance of the human
race’s psychic standing wave, that doesn’t mean that every malum in se should be
prosecuted as violation of human law. Even though it’s plausible to conclude that
seemingly trespass-free mala in se like sodomy and bestiality would be within the
ambit of Genesis 9:6 damage, rigorous understanding of the jurisdictions of the
biblical covenants make it unlikely that God intended for his people to enforce
prohibitions of trespass-free mala in se globally. It’s certain that he prescribed the
prohibition of many #respass-free mala in se locally, on a consensual / contractual
basis. But there’s virtually no biblical or other evidence that he prescribed global
human law to remedy #respass-free mala in se. Even so, it’s reasonable to put the
issue into a larger context.

It’s certain from the analysis done thus far that God intended for mala in se that
are trespasses to exist within the ambit of Genesis 9:6 damage. But it’s not clear that
God intended trespass-free mala in se to exist within the ambit of Genesis 9:6 damage.
Whether he did, or did not, is not made clear anywhere in the Bible. However,
whether he did or did not is heavily dependent upon whether God has a high view

of human law or a low view of it. For reasons that will be made obvious below, this
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theodicy claims that God generally looks with disdain on human government and
human law, even though he certainly ordains the existence of human law. This
being the truth, it’s not reasonable to claim that God prescribes maximal human
government. On the contrary it’s reasonable that he prescribes minimal and modest
human government based on carefully circumscribed human law. It’s also clear that
even though the Bible is a book of covenants and laws, he did not reveal the entirety
of what humans need to know in it, but instead chose to reveal what humans need
to know piecemeal, through progressive revelation, propagating revelation through
a single family, namely Abraham’s family. This surely reiterates the modesty of the
government and laws that God prescribes that humans impose upon one another.
Given the monumental arguments for modest government and circumscribed
human laws, the claim that God must have intended for all mala in se, acts evil in
themselves, to be within the ambit of Genesis 9:6 damage must be abandoned. If
error is to be made in this, then it needs to be made on the side of recognizing that
God is sovereign, and that minijature sovereigns will never be genuinely sovereign.
Besides, the very fact that the language in Genesis 9:6 is crude, using “sheds man’s
blood” rather than “sheds man’s life”, is an argument that Genesis 9:6 damage needs
to be understood to be crude and limited, not expansive.

Synthesizing all these strains of thought into a conclusion, it’s necessary to
conclude that Genesis 9:6 damage includes mala in se that are trespasses, but it doesn’t
include trespass-free mala in se. In keeping with the biblical pattern, trespass-free
mala in se need to be prohibited consensually, within the jurisdictions of contracts
that people make who are trying to abide by the local covenants. Both the trespass-
free breed of mala in se and the trespass breed of mala in se must be proscribed in any
society that’s dedicated to observing Christian standards of morality. But it’s grossly
error-prone to presume that a society dedicated to observing secular standards of
morality must proscribe trespass-free mala in se. Because Genesis 9:6 is global, it is
inherently secular. So it’s reasonable to ask whether the secular governments in the
so-called “United States of America” are secular or not. For example: Is the State
of Minnesota dedicated to observing Christian standards of morality as defined via
the local covenants? Likewise, is any of the fifty States or the general government
dedicated to observing Christian standards of morality as defined via the local

covenants?

There’s no doubt that the so-called “United States of America” had predominantly
Christian origins. There’s also no doubt that shortly after the American War for
Independence, both the general government and the States adopted into their
respective constitutions statements making it obvious that both the State and
general governments would enforce the free exercise of religion, and would forbid
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establishing any religion as a government-sanctioned religion. All fifty States have
followed the same pattern. Therefore, neither the general government nor any of
the States, including Minnesota, can make a credible claim to being dedicated
to observing Christian standards of morality, as defined via the local covenants.
But that demands another question: What biblical grounds did the presumably
Christian founders of this country have for adopting the free exercise of religion,
and for rejecting the establishment of Christianity? Were they simply abandoning
their Christianity when they adopted the free exercise of religion? There have been
numerous answers to these questions, but none about which this author knows has

dealt properly with the jurisdictional issues.

The evidence indicates that the biblical literacy among this country’s founding
generation was extremely high; so they were not abandoning their Christianity.
It was probably intuitively obvious to most of them, even if they rarely or never
articulated it, that the Noachian Covenant applies to all people, regardless of
their religion, while the Bible’s local covenants only apply to those who consent
to participation. The founding generation did its part to implement progressive
revelation. They knew at least intuitively that they would need to leave many legal
problems, including slavery and #respass-free crimes like sodomy and bestiality, to
future generations. Now, this 2Ist-century generation cannot afford to pass the
buck to the next generation. Circumstances are demanding the biblical wisdom
that must have been intuitively obvious to the founding generation. People who
call themselves “Christian” now have a small array of choices: (i)Implement the
jurisdictional boundaries of the biblical covenants that must have been intuitively
obvious to the founding generation. (ii)Try to establish Christianity as the state
religion. (iii)Abandon the rigors of the biblical story for a kind of comfort-zone,
quasi Christianity. --- The only palatable and viable choice is to implement the
jurisdictional boundaries of the biblical covenants. Neither the State of Minnesota
nor any of the rest of the secular governments in the so-called “United States” is
dedicated to observing Christian standards of morality as defined in the local
covenants. However, by mandating the free exercise of religion, they have already
committed themselves to the jurisdictional boundaries of the biblical covenants, i.e.,
to the global prescription of human law. So it’s critical to get a clear understanding
of what the jurisdictional boundaries are. It’s necessary to continue pursuing a
reasonable understanding of corpus delicti, delict, crime, trespass, etc., especially
to the extent that they are compatible with the biblical story, and with biblical
jurisprudence.

To continue clarifying the jurisdictional boundaries between the global

prescription of human law and the local covenants, it should help to return to
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examining the nexus between a trespass, a malum in se, a malum prohibitum, and
Genesis 9:6 damage.

trespass --- An unlawful interference with one’s person, property,

or rights. At common law, trespass was a form of action brought

to recover damages for any injury to one’s person or property or

relationship with another.

Trespass comprehends any misfeasance, transgression or

offense which damages another person’s health, reputation or

property ... Doing of unlawful act or lawful act in unlawful

manner to injury of another’s person or property.!
The emphasis in zrespass is on interference by one person with another person’s primary
property, secondary property, and rights that go with such property. Such property
is generally physical stuff that can be recognized by people in general by way of their
physical senses. Physical stuff that’s easily cognized is the realm of global human
law. Common sense demands this because such issues need to be cognized in secular
courts, and by witnesses and jurists that could come from any cultural or religious
background. Issues like acts that are not #respass but are nevertheless mala in se, evil
in themselves, because they miss the mark, because they are violations of natural
law, and because they are impediments to the establishment and maintenance of
individual standing waves and the human race’s psychic standing wave, are too
subtle for such secular courts. Secular courts may be able to deal with crude stuff
well, but the more subtle the infraction, the more error-prone their judgment.

Another way to mark the difference between trespass-free mala in se and mala in
se that are not trespass-free is to focus on consent. If someone is invited onto someone
else’s property, there is agreement that the invitee can be there. But if someone goes
onto someone else’s property uninvited, then that’s frespass. So consent is crucial to
determining whether a malum in se is a trespass or is trespass-free. Consent is also
crucial in the distinction between a malum in se and a malum prohibitum, an act that
is presumably evil simply because somebody has prohibited it.

malum in se --- A wrong in itself ... An act is said to be malum
in se when it is inherently and essentially evil, that is, immoral in
its nature and injurious in its consequences, without any regard
to the fact of its being noticed or punished by the law of the
state. Such are most or all of the offenses cognizable at common
law (without the denouncement of a statute); as murder, larceny,

etc.?

1 Black’s 5th, p. 1347.
2 Black’s 5th, p. 865.
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It should be clear by now that something that is malum in se can either fall within
the purview of Genesis 9:6 damage, or not. A malum in se that does not fall within
the purview of Genesis 9:6 damage is “injurious in its consequences” in a way that
is not sufficiently proximate under the jurisdiction of a secular court. Therefore, as
far as the global prescription of human law is concerned, such a malum in se is
trespass-free. 'This presents a problem to Christians regarding how they intend to
prohibit trespass-free mala in se when they cannot make such prohibitions under
the auspices of the global covenants. Sticking close to biblical jurisprudence, the
solution to that problem is simple. Following the guidelines established by the local
covenants, they enter into contracts with one another whereby those #respass-free
mala in se are proscribed within the jurisdictions established by those contracts.
This leads to another important distinction, the distinction between mala in se and
mala prohibita.

It’s obvious by now that the subject matter of the global prescription of human
law includes delicts and contract violations. The delicts and contract violations exist
within the purview of Genesis 9:6 damage. In other words, the damage must be
cognizable in a secular court. Although deliczs are always mala in se, everything
that is malum in se is not necessarily a delict. Witness sodomy and bestiality. To
Bible-based Christians, sodomy and bestiality are both mala in se. But to people
who practice such things, they might not be mala in se." In a secular court, a court
charged with adjudicating cases and controversies about damage that is globally
cognizable, even if the judge is a Christian, the court cannot lawfully cognize the
damage caused by sodomy and bestiality. This is not true of murder, manslaughter,
larceny, trespass, and numerous other mala in se, because this latter class of mala
in se are also delicts. Delicts are activities that cause damage, where the relationship
between the damage and the cause of the damage is inherently proximate. The
damage in trespass-free mala in se is inherently non-proximate and difficult to define,
especially to a secular court.

The situation with regard to breaches of contracts is similar. The breach must
cause damage that’s cognizable in a secular court in order for it to qualify as Genesis

1 According to the biblical story, because the natural law is what it is, somewhere in
the mind of every human being is a conscience that informs its owner that such acts are
mala in se. 1f people insist on violating their own conscience, the biblical story holds that
they will ultimately pay an extremely high price. But this doesn’t mean that biblically
prescribed human law necessarily allows Bible believers to use force against the actors who
engage in an activity that is malum in se. These are two different issues at the interface
between the moral-law leg of the natural law and biblically prescribed human law, and
they should not be confused.
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9:6 bloodshed.! If a group of Christians contract with one another for the sake of
establishing a jurisdiction that prohibits mala in se that are trespass-free under the
global prescription of human law, then they should be willing and able to enforce
the prohibition within their jurisdiction, and only within their jurisdiction.
People outside their jurisdiction are not subject to their contractual obligations.
This means that there is a limit on mala probibita that is similar to the limit on mala
in se.

malum_probibitum --- A wrong prohibited; a thing which is

wrong because prohibited; an act which is not inherently immoral,

but becomes so because its commission is expressly forbidden by

positive law?

mala_probibita --- Prohibited wrongs or offenses; acts which

are made offenses by positive laws, and prohibited as such. Acts

or omissions which are made criminal by statute but which,

of themselves, are not criminal. Generally, no criminal intent

or mens rea is required and the mere accomplishment of the

act or omission is sufficient for criminal liability. Term is used

in contrast to mala in se which are acts which are wrongs in

themselves such as robbery.?
So in order to be lawfully cognized in a secular court, the violation of a malum
probibitum must cause damage that’s cognizable in a secular court. But there’s one
other extremely important thing to notice about mala probibita. In order to be
enforceable in a secular court, it must be a term within a /awful contract. It cannot
simply be an edict from some tyrant or bureaucrat.

To recapitulate, there is a global mandate against the perpetration of delicts
and the violation of contracts where the damage that comes out of either source
is clear and obvious damage to primary and/or secondary property. This global
mandate exists by way of the negative-duty clause. There is also a global mandate
to execute justice against anyone who causes such damage, which exists by way
of the positive-duty clause. 1t’s important to notice in passing that these mandates
don’t excuse anyone. It makes no exceptions for kings, presidents, supreme court
justices, bankers, stock brokers, dog catchers, police, or anyone else operating under
color of law, or in any other way terrorizing one’s neighborhood. Under a secular
government, “‘crimes” that are not deliczs are violations of Genesis 9:6 that are
perpetrated by the government. The presumed criminal is the victim of a delict

1 To be overzealous to globally prosecute mala in se, as mentioned above, is to usurp
God’s authority as enforcer of the natural law.

2 Black’s 5th, p. 865.

3 Black’s 5th, pp. 861-862.
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perpetrated by government. So non-delictual crimes are government-perpetrated
bloodshed. If there is no delict, and there is no broken contract, then the secular
government lacks jurisdiction, and it becomes a perpetrator whenever it insists on

exercising such bogus jurisdiction.

The entire human race should make murder, rape, kidnapping, theft, arson,
extortion, fraud, and numerous other kinds of public and private delicts illegal. In
traditional legal systems throughout Europe, England, and America, such violations
of natural rights gave rise to legal actions ex delicro.

ex delicto --- From a delict, tort, fault, crime, or malfeasance. In

both the civil and the common law, obligations and causes of

action are divided into two classes -- those arising ex contractu

(out of a contract), and those ex delicto. The latter are such as

grow out of or are founded upon a wrong or tort'
Notice that in both the civil law and the common law, causes of action are divided
into two classes, actions that arise out of delicts and actions that arise out of contracts.
Because the civil law is based upon ancient Roman law,” this essentially means that
this distinction has existed in Christendom’s jurisprudence for almost as long as
Christendom has existed.

ex contractu --- From or out of a contract. In both the civil and

the common law, rights and causes of action are divided into

two classes, -- those arising ex contractu (from a contract), and

those arising ex delicto (from a delict or tort). 3 BLComm. 117.?
Notice that in this definition of ex contractu, it also says that in both civil law and
common law, causes of legal action are divided into actions out of deliczs and actions
out of contracts.

If one is damaged as a result of participation in a contract, why should the
damager be prosecuted ex contractu rather than ex delicro? Should the trier of
fact automatically assume that the contract takes priority, or should the #rier of
Jact assume the broader jurisdiction of Genesis 9:6 first? --- In Anglo-American
common law, American law as it exists at present, and western law as it has existed
stretching back into antiquity, when there is both a damaged party and a contract,

1 Black’s 5th, p. 509.

2 “The term civil law derives from the Latin ius civile, the law applicable to all Roman
cives or citizens. Its origins and model are to be found in the monumental compilation of
Roman law commissioned by the Emperor Justinian in the sixth century CE.” --- website
of the School of Law of the University of California at Berkeley --- URL: https://www.law.
berkeley.edu/library/robbins/CommonLawCivilLawIraditions.html.

3 Black’s 5th, p. 508.
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the trier of fact always looks at the contract first, to see what bearing the contract
may have in prosecuting the damage. So it’s critical that contracts and delicts be
distinguished because they have totally different jurisdictions. Delicts are based on
the jurisdiction of the global covenants, especially of Genesis 9:6. Other contracts
define their own jurisdictions.

Regardless of how jurisdictionally dysfunctional human law has been for
many centuries, it has at least recognized this important distinction between legal
actions ex delicto and legal actions ex contractu. However, the fact that traditional
legal systems divide legal actions into these two overarching classes does not mean
that Bible-based jurisprudence does the same. But there are other reasons that
make it obvious that Bible-based jurisprudence must use the same basic categories:
Contracts and delicts have inherently different jurisdictions. All enforcement of
human law needs to be either ex contractu or ex delicto. 1f it’s not one or the other,
it’s a sure bet that the human law being enforced is a tyrant’s malum prohibitum,
or a do-gooder’s bad legislation, or both, because jurisdictional dysfunction is at
hand.

Every contract has its own personal jurisdiction, subject-matter jurisdiction,

and territorial jurisdiction. These jurisdictional attributes are either express or

implied in every /awful contract. Real human laws are always either ex contractu,
existing as a term within an ordinary contract, or ex delicto, existing as a term within
the Noachian Covenant. These are two radically different kinds of legal actions,
and there are therefore two radically different kinds of police powers that necessarily
exist under two radically different jurisdictions. By understanding the difference
between delicts and contracts, one understands the difference between these two
different types of police power. One also understands that any other kind of police
poweris tyranny. One can use the knowledge about these two different jurisdictions
to see what’s good about the existing system, what’s bad about it, and how it needs to
change. By knowing about these two kinds of jurisdiction, one can see when one
needs to hold people accountable to the Genesis 9:6 mandate, even if those people
happen to be police, judges, or politicians perpetrating delicts under color of law.

It may seem a simple matter. It may seem that there are only two elements
to globally applicable human law: ()Don’t encroach on other people or their
property. (ii)Do all that you've agreed to do. --- No doubt if everyone did these
things humanity would be better off. But even with the best of intentions, it’s not
always easy to know who has lawful title to property, and it’s not always easy to keep
one’s promises. Worse yet, when office-holding psychopaths influence the muddled
thinking of people with otherwise good intentions, the resulting government
doesn’t care in the least about jurisdictional guidelines. The laws become utterly
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fiat. Even so, people willing to admit that there is a global prohibition against
damaging people through delictual behavior and breaching of contracts still need
to think rigorously on these issues. If nothing more, the more rigorous thinking
may at least shield the innocent from being fodder for the psychopath’s agenda.
To minimize the muddled thinking, it’s necessary to look still more closely at the
jurisdictional limits of the two mandates contained in Genesis 9:6, the first being
the mandate against shedding human blood in the negative-duty clause, and the
second being the mandate to execute justice against bloodshed in the positive-duty

clause. Jurisdictional constraints clearly apply to both mandates.

Sub-Chapter 3:
Quasi Ex Delicto / Quasi Ex Contractu

Now that it’s obvious that the subject matter of the negative-duty clause is
damage caused by one human party against another, it’s necessary to ask if there
are any other limitations on damage that need to be brought out in the open before
concluding that enough has been said about the negative-duty clause. --- As already
indicated, in western jurisprudence that goes back at least as far as early Christian
antiquity, there are two predominant types of legal actions, actions ex delicto and
actions ex contractu.! In addition to these two rationales for legal action, these
ancient legal scholars also recognized actions guasi ex delicto and quasi ex contractu.
These four origins of legal action were “apparently viewed as exhaustive” by some of
these early jurists. This theodicy has already established that legal actions ex delicto
and ex contractu certainly fall within the purview of the negative-duty clause. The
question now is whether those two are exhaustive or not. If not, then are actions
quasi ex delicto and quasi ex contractu included, or are there other obligations outside
of natural obligations and contractual obligations that are /awful origins of legal
actions, i.e., that are genuine and cognizable sources of damage by one human
against another?

Understood broadly, a legal action is merely where one party executes justice
against another party. Because both legal actions ex contractu and legal actions

1 “Viewed with reference to the facts on which the law operated to give Oligationes a
binding force, Obligationes arose from Contract and Quasi Contract, and Delict ... and
Quasi delict (Inst. 3 tit. 13). This division of Obligationes with respect to their origin was
apparently viewed as exhaustive ... Gaius divides Obligationes into these: ex contractu and
ex delicto; but he intends to comprehend the obligationes quasi ex contractu under those
ex contractu, and obligationes quasi ex delicto under those ex delicto.” --- Dictionary of
Greek and Roman Antiquities, p. 817. --- URL: http://www.ancientlibrary.com/smith-
dgra/0824.html.
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ex delicto pertain to damage by one person against another, they both obviously
fall within the subject matter of the negative-duty clause. One arises by way of a
contractual obligation, and the other arises from a natural obligation.

So far it should be obvious that the subject matter of the negative-duty clause
includes damage by one human or group of humans against another, and only
damage by one human or group of humans against another. The clause does not
specify whether the damage comes out of the breach of a contract or out of a delict.
Nevertheless the negative-duty clause clearly includes both damage ex contractu and
damage ex delicto. These two sources of damage must be distinguished because they
have two distinctly different jurisdictions. Damage ex contractu exists immediately
under the jurisdiction of the given contract, and mediately under Genesis 9:6.
Damage ex delicto exists immediately under the jurisdiction of the negative-duty
clause of the Genesis 9:6 term of the Noachian Covenant. --- But do these sources
of damage fully exhaust Genesis 9:6 damage?' In other words, do (i)obligations
that arise out of ordinary contracts and (ii)obligations to avoid perpetrating delicts,
exhaust and encompass the entire subject matter of the negative-duty clause? The
answer this theodicy is defending is “Yes, they do.” But the answer in ancient
jurisprudence, in the English common law, and in American law as it exists at this
writing, is more ambiguous. Some legal authorities essentially say “No, contracts
and delicts do not exhaust and encompass all the possible obligations in human law.”
Other authorities, like Gaius, say these two do exhaust all legal actions, but then
they waffle in their definitions. Most modern legal professors don’t even ask the
question. This theodicy contends that the ancients, the English, and the Americans
are all wrong about this. Their misunderstanding of these things was a source of
jurisdictional dysfunction, and such dysfunction was a core issue in the demise
of their respective civilizations. This theodicy will show that all sources of legal
action other than ex delicto and ex contractu are jurisdictionally dysfunctional.
Because of ignorance, because of a worship of the state as though the state were God,
and because of numerous other motives, governments have been jurisdictionally

1 One way one might become properly convinced that these two DO exhaust Genesis
9:6 damage is through the following line of reasoning: The only reason delicts by
themselves do not exhaust Genesis 9:6 damage is because contracts set up their own
jurisdictional boundaries that are by their nature different from the jurisdictional
boundaries of delicts. Delicts are part of the subject matter of the Genesis 9 contract /
biblical covenant. Jurisdiction is always a contractual issue, regardless of whether the
contract is a biblical covenant or an ordinary contract. No /zwful/ claim to jurisdiction
exists except by way of contracts / covenants. Therefore, no other source of damage can
exist because no other thing gives a different jurisdiction. Jurisdiction is uniquely an

attribute of contracts / covenants.
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dysfunctional as though such dysfunctionality were a basic attribute of all
governments. Jurisdictional dysfunctionality is disastrous for the establishment

and maintenance of reliable human law and reliable human government.

Genesis 9:6 clearly holds that legal actions should arise against people who
damage other people. Clear thinking demands that such damage can happen either
ex contractu or ex delicto. Extra-biblical Roman law also recognized the existence
of obligations quasi ex delicto and quasi ex contractu.' To be certain that damage
ex contractu and damage ex delicto exhaust the meaning of Genesis 9:6 damage, it
will help to examine these guasi sources of legal action. Because these quasi sources
of legal action exist in American law, at least to some extent and in some ways,
and because there are other kinds of legal actions in the American system that are
also not clearly either ex contractu or ex delicto -- like the trespass-free crimes cited
above -- it will help to look generally at legal actions that are neither ex contractu
nor ex delicto, as well as specifically at guasi ex delicto and quasi ex contractu. 1f non-
contractual, non-delictual legal actions don’t fall within the purview of Genesis 9:6
damage, then they are examples of jurisdictional dysfunction, like the zrespass-free
crimes examined above. If they do fit within the purview of Genesis 9:6 bloodshed,
then the premise that damage must be either ex delicto or ex contractu may need to

be modified.

Contained within the definition of delict in the law dictionary is a definition of
quasi delict.

quasi delict --- A quasi delict in Roman law was an act whereby a
person, without malice, but by fault, negligence, or imprudence
not legally excusable, caused injury to another. They were four
in number, viz.: (1) Qui judex litem fecit, being the offense
of partiality or excess in the judex (juryman). (2) Dejectum
effusumve aliquid, being the tort committed by one’s servant in
emptying or throwing something out of an attic or upper story
upon a person passing beneath. (3) Damnum infectum, being the
offense of hanging dangerous articles over the heads of persons
passing along the king’s highway. (4) Torts committed by one’s
agents in the course of their employment.?

While delicts can happen either with or without malice, a guasi delict can only happen
“without malice”. So a delict can happen when the perpetrator has a mens rea, a “guilty

1 Dictionary of Greek and Roman Antiquities, p. 819. --- URL: http://www.
ancientlibrary.com/smith-dgra/0826.html.
2 Black’s 5th, pp. 384-385.
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mind ... wrongful purpose”,' or when the perpetrator “without malice, but by faul,
negligence, or imprudence not legally excusable, caused injury to another”. A quasi
delict can only include the latter. Because it appears that a guasi delict is included
within the encompassing category of delict, it appears that a quasi delict is really a
distinction without much of a difference. The apparent emphasis in Roman law
was on these four offenses. But none of these offenses demands special treatment in
modern law because in each, one person caused injury to another. Regardless of how
the Roman legal system may have operated, in the American system, the mens rea is
not as central. In both criminal and civil cases in the American system, the intent
of the accused is taken into consideration when determining the penalty. But in the
American system, ascertaining the existence of the damage and a causal connection
between it and the accused is more crucial in both criminal and civil cases than
mens rea. So in both the Roman system and the American system, a mens rea is not
a prerequisite for the existence of a delicz. This is true with regard to both public
and private delicts. In the American system, for a private delict -- usually called a
“tort” -- to exist, it’s not usually necessary for the tort to be motivated by a mens rea.
Negligence is usually a sufficient cause of damage for a tort to exist under American
law. Even though the word delict is not commonly used in American law,> because
a tort is largely the same as a private delict, it makes sense that a private delict, like a
tort, would not categorically require a mens rea.

Because this theodicy is trying to discover the boundaries of Genesis 9:6 damage,
according to the negative-duty clause, and because Genesis 9:6 bloodshed / damage
doesn’t require a mens rea, it makes sense that a delict, as defined by way of the
biblical story, would not require a mens rea. So there is not really any need in this
theodicy’s definitions to distinguish a delict from a quasi delict, because a quasi delict,
as defined by Roman law, is subsumed within this theodicy’s definition of delicz.
So the term quasi delict marks a distinction without a difference. Likewise, a legal
action quasi ex delicto doesn’t exist under a reasonable reading of Genesis 9:6 because
it is also a distinction without a difference. --- But quasi contracts are altogether
different.

1 Black’s 5th, p. 889.

2 I¢’s normally used in “civil law” systems, meaning the legal systems that are direct
heirs of Roman law, specifically, of the Code of Justinian. But American law is generally
a common-law system. Even so, as indicated above, even in the American system, the
word delict is generally recognized in corpus delicti, in distinguishing contract cases from
non-contract cases in both civil and criminal cases (ex contractu v. ex delicto), and in
distinguishing public delicts from private delicts.
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According to the following definition, a quasi contract is based on a “legal
fiction”.

quasi_contract --- Legal fiction invented by common law courts
to permit recovery by contractual remedy in cases where, in fact,
there is no contract, but where circumstances are such that justice
warrants a recovery as though there had been a promise. It is not
based on intention or consent of the parties, but is founded on
considerations of justice and equity, and on doctrine of unjust
enrichment. It is not in fact a contract, but an obligation which
the law creates in absence of any agreement, when and because
the acts of the parties or others have placed in the possession of
one person money, or its equivalent, under such circumstances
that in equity and good conscience he ought not to retain it. It
is what was formerly known as the contract implied in law; it
has no reference to the intentions or expressions of the parties.
The obligation is imposed despite, and frequently in frustration
of their intention.!

All contracts are based on the consent of the people entering into the contract.
This is true by the very definition of contract. So mutual consent is crucial to the
formation of contracts. This is true of all Jzwful contracts. If one finds any contract
about which this is not true, then that’s a sign that the contract might not be lawful.?
With all contracts except those designed to enforce the bloodshed mandate, the
contract only has in personam jurisdiction over the people who enter the contract.?

If this weren’t true, then it would be OK for people to be forced into contracts. But
lawful contracts can only be entered voluntarily, intentionally, and knowingly. As
indicated in the above definition, in existing legal systems, the quasi contract is an

1 Black’s 5th, p. 293.

2 As indicated above, there is tacit consent, and therefore mutual consent, in the biblical
covenants that are global. There is also tacit and mutual consent in de facto bailment
contracts that exist between parents and children, and between guardians and wards. The
fact that consent in such contracts is tacit should be a warning to human enforcers that
they need to tread lightly and carefully around such tacit agreements. Jurisdiction may or
may not exist in such cases.

3 Contracts designed to enforce the bloodshed mandate, called jural compacts by this
theodicy, are exceptional for reasons that are addressed below.

4 'That’s true for all contracts, including jural compacts and guardian-dependent
bailment contracts. These bailment contracts are a bit peculiar and deserve special
treatment, although they nevertheless po ultimately follow the rule that contracts can
only be entered voluntarily, intentionally, and knowingly. To examine the peculiarities

in regard to jural compacts, sce CHAPTER G, Sub-Chapter 1, “Jural / Ecclesiastical”. To
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exception to this rule. Quasi contracts are legal fictions that are created by secular
governments in direct opposition to the will of one or more of the alleged parties.

If a contract is in writing, then it’s obviously an express contract. 1f it’s not
in writing, but there are impartial witnesses to the oral contract, then this is also
obviously an express contract. But if there is no writing, and there are no witnesses,
then the court will have to depend on circumstantial evidence to determine whether
there is a contract or not, and if there is, what its terms are. If the court finds that
there is a contract, based entirely upon circumstantial evidence, then the court has
found that there is a contract implied in fact. In this situation, the facts indicate that
there is a contract, even though its existence is implicit, rather than express. Based
on the above definition of quasi contract, it’s clear that a court might also find that
there is something called a contract implied in law.

express é" llelfd contracts --- An express contract is an actual

agreement of the parties, the terms of which are openly uttered
or declared at the time of making it, being stated in distinct and
explicit language, cither orally or in writing.

An implied contract is one not created or evidenced by
the explicit agreement of the parties, but inferred by the law,
as a matter of reason and justice from their acts or conduct,
the circumstances surrounding the transaction making it
a reasonable, or even a necessary, assumption that a contract
existed between them by tacit understanding.

Implied contractsaresometimessubdivided into those ”implied
in fact” and those “implied in law,” the former being covered by
the definition just given, while the latter are obligations imposed
upon a person by the law, not in pursuance of his intention and
agreement, either expressed or implied, but even against his will
and design, because the circumstances between the parties are
such as to render it just that the one should have a right, and
the other a corresponding liability, similar to those which would
arise from a contract between them. 7his kind of obligation
therefore rests on the principle that whatsoever it is certain
a man ought to do that the law will suppose him to have
promised to do. And hence it is said that, while the liability of
aparty to an express contract arises directly from the contract,
it is just the reverse in the case of a contract “implied in law,”
the contract there being implied or arising from the liability.
But obligations of this kind are not properly contracts at all,

examine these peculiarities in regard to guardian-dependent bailment contracts, see A
Memorandum of Law and Fact Regarding Natural Personhood.
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and should not be so denominated. There can be no true

contract without a mutual and concurrent intention of the

parties. Such obligations are more properly described as

“quasi contracts”. See Constructive contract ....!
An ordinary contract is clearly either express or implied in fact. In an ordinary
contract, the contract is always a function of consent, and the contract’s liabilities
and obligations always arise out of that consent. This is because a contract is by
definition an agreement. But in a quasi contract | contract implied in law, the
obligation does not arise out of consent. It arises out of a presumed obligation.
The obligation in question is therefore like a natural obligation that exists as a
necessary outgrowth of natural rights. If these are in fact natural obligations,
then there is no good reason to confuse them with contractual obligations. If these
are not natural obligations, and they are also not contractual obligations, then
their existence poses a huge question: Where, precisely, do these obligations come
from?

constructive contract --- A species of contracts which arise, not

from the intent of the parties, but from the operation of law

to avoid an injustice. These are sometimes referred to as quasi

contracts or contracts implied in law as contrasted with contracts

implied in fact which are real contracts expressing the intent of

the parties by conduct rather than by words. ... An obligation

created by law for reasons of justice without regard to expressions

of assent by either words or acts.?
So constructive contract, quasi contract, and contract implied in law are different
expressions that all mean the same thing. They are all based on a concept of justice
in which choice / agreement / consent is overridden by the court for the sake of
satisfying an obligation manufactured by the court. The obligation does not arise
contractually, and it does not arise for the sake of protecting natural rights. It’s
based entirely upon a legal fiction. These are not real contracts because the mutual
intent, assent, and consent of the parties is missing. Rather than consent giving rise
to a contract, and the contract giving rise to mutual obligations, the law presumes
the existence of an obligation, then pretends that a contract exists even though there
is no factual evidence to support the court’s pretense.

To get to the bottom of where these fictitious obligations come from, it may help
to look more closely at the definition of legal fiction. Quasi contracts, constructive
contracts, and contracts implied in law are all legal fictions, and these legal fictions are
based on “justice and equity, and [the] doctrine of unjust enrichment”.

1 Black’s 5th, pp. 292-293; emphases added.
2 Black’s 5th, p. 284.
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legal fiction --- Assumption of fact made by court as basis for
deciding a legal question. A situation contrived by the law to
permit a court to dispose of a matter, though it need not be
created impropetly; e.g., fiction of lost grant as basis for title by
adverse possession.!

fiction of law --- An assumption or supposition of law that
something which is or may be false is true, or that a state of
facts exists which has never really taken place. An assumption
for purposes of justice, or a fact that does not or may not exist.
A rule of law which assumes as true, and will not allow to be
disproved, something which is false, but not impossible. ...

These assumptions are of an innocent or even beneficial
character and are made for the advancement of the ends of justice.
They secure this end chiefly by the extension of procedure from
cases to which it is applicable to other cases to which it is not
strictly applicable, the ground of inapplicability being some
difference of an immaterial character.?

fictio legis neminem laedit --- A fiction of law injures no one. 3

Bl.Comm. 43.°
It’s obvious that a legal fiction is at least potentially false. But it’s a probable falsehood
that has good intentions. By way of legal fiction, the law is resorting to fantasy
to achieve justice and equity. Rather than genuinely achieving justice and equity,
the courts are practicing jurisdictional dysfunction at the expense of reason and
justice. As indicated in the definitions, one of the pretenses they are using to achieve
this jurisdictional dysfunction is the doctrine of unjust enrichment.

unjust_enrichment, doctrine of --- General principle that one

person should not be permitted unjustly to enrich himself at
expense of another, but should be required to make restitution
of or for property or benefits received, retained or appropriated,
where it is just and equitable that such restitution be made, and
where such action involves no violation or frustration of law
or opposition to public policy, either directly or indirectly. ...
Unjust enrichment of a person occurs when he has and retains
money or benefits which in justice and equity belong to another.
... Thus one who has conferred a benefit upon another solely

1 Black’s 5th, p. 804.
2 Black’s 5th, p. 562.
3 Black’s 5th, p. 562.
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because of a basic mistake of fact induced by a nondisclosure is

entitled to restitution on above doctrine.!
When a court cites this doctrine to rationalize its judgment in a law suit, this doctrine
stands as a claim by the court that the intentions behind this legal fiction are so good
that they justify the false means by which the ends are achieved. Situations in which
the doctrine of unjust enrichment and quasi contract are claimed as a litigant’s legal
theory are similar to the #respass-free crimes cited above. --- Trespass-free crimes may
be genuinely mala in se. But they do not cause damage that is cognizable in a secular
court, i.e., a court designed to execute justice immediately under Genesis 9:6. So
such a court is not the right place to execute justice against trespass-free mala in se.
In other words, such a court lacks jurisdiction over the subject matter. 7Trespass-free
mala in se need to be addressed in religious courts, or through other mechanisms. In
a Christian court where the court genuinely has jurisdiction by way of the accused’s
prior agreement, a finding against a perpetrator of such a trespass-free crime is justified
and jurisdictionally sound. But in a secular court, the damage cannot be found
at all, and there is therefore no proximate linkage between the presumed crime and
the non-existent damage.

The situation with respect to quasi contracts | unjust enrichment is similar to
trespass-free crimes. Trespass-free crimes are prosecuted as though they were public
delicts. Quasi contract | unjust enrichment cases are prosecuted as though they were
private delicts. Other than this difference, the situations are similar. To show how
quasi contract | unjust enrichment works, this theodicy will present a hypothetical
case. This case is simple for the sake of showing the underlying characteristics of
unjust enrichment.> But there’s one more important thing to notice before going into
this hypothetical case. If legal fictions exist that genuinely and lawfully give rise to
quasi contracts, then the idea that legal actions are limited to being ex contractu and
ex delicto is shot. 1f quasi contracts exist in reliable jurisprudence, then some legal
actions in such jurisprudence are neither ex contractu nor ex delicto. Legal fictions,
unjust enrichment, and quasi contracts are therefore an obstacle to any effort at trying
to build rational and reliable jurisprudence based upon the biblical covenants. That’s
because it becomes extremely difficult to see how the guasi contract syndrome relates
to a rational reading of Genesis 9:6. If the quasi-contract legal theory is valid in
secular courts, then irrationality is built into secular jurisprudence.

1 Black’s 5th, p. 1377.

2 Anyone who wants to look at real cases should know that screeds of such opinions
are easily accessible at Google Scholar (URL: http://scholar.google.com). Choose “Legal
opinions and journals” and “Advanced Scholar Search”. Search for “‘quasi contract’
‘unjust enrichment’ in any one of the fifty States.


http://scholar.google.com
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The core problem with the quasi contract | unjust enrichment | legal fiction
syndrome is that within a secular jurisdiction, the end doesn’t justify the means in
such cases. An obligation is created out of nothing so that the court can enforce its
preconceived vision of justice and equity. The court then imposes this obligation in
violation of both reason and sound jurisdictions. --- This syndrome entered into the
English common law through the opinion of Lord Mansfield in Moses v. Macferlan,
1760." This doctrine relies heavily upon the myth that human government has
been explicitly ordained by God. It has not. God has explicitly ordained human
law. Humans then devise human governments to implement human law because
they’re convinced that governments are necessary to administer the law. But
human governments are /awful only to the extent that their laws are consistent with
the biblical prescription of human law. Quasi contracts, legal fictions, and unjust
enrichment fail this sniff test. Like zrespass-free crimes, these actions are relics from
the days when every nation had its state religion. This whole issue reduces to a
question of whether it’s appropriate to enforce Christianity with the sword, meaning
against people who are not Christians.

How can the wunjust enrichment | quasi contract | legal fiction syndrome exist
within the purview of Genesis 9:6 damage? It cannot. Therefore, it is outside the
Bible’s global prescription of human law. It is an act by human government of
usurping God’s authority as the enforcer of natural law. It is therefore government
trying to set itself up as God, trying to replace God, based on a combination of good
intentions and fantasy / delusion. --- The victim of unjust enrichment is certainly
damaged. But the question demands an answer: Who caused the damage? If there
is a clear causal linkage between the beneficiary / defendant (B) and the damage
suffered by the damaged party / plaintiff (A), then there is no need to resort to
legal fictions, because the causal connection is a fact. The reason this fiction gets
created is precisely because there is no causal connection between A’s loss and B’s
gain. An outside observer presumes that A should be the owner, even though A
lacks possession.

1 Moses v. Macferlan, King’s Bench 2 Burrow 1005 (1760) --- URL: http://www.justis.
com/titles/english-reports.html. --- Also see, Arthur M. Cathcart, A.B.; “The Law of
Quasi-Contracts”, Chapter 1, “Nature and Extent of Quasi-Contractual Obligations”, vol.
7, p- 363; Modern American Law: A Systematic and Comprehensive Commentary

on the Fundamental Principles of American Law and Procedure, Accompanied by
Leading Illustrative Cases and Legal Forms, with a Revised Edition of Blackstone’s
Commentaries, 15 vols., edited by Eugene Allen Gilmore and William Charles Wermuth,
1914, Blackstone Institute, Chicago.


http://www.justis.com/titles/english-reports.html
http://www.justis.com/titles/english-reports.html
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Hypothetical case: Suppose someone called “Finder” lives near a lake in one
of the fifty States. Suppose this lake does not have any navigable inlets or outlets,
and is not under an “admiralty and maritime Jurisdiction”. Suppose issues like boat
traffic, algae control, pier size, pollution control, and other such issues are governed
by a private consortium of concerned citizens, and the lake is considered by all to be
a commons.

While canoeing across the lake one evening, Finder discovers a plastic bag
floating on the surface. He picks it up for the sake of removing litter. When he gets
back to shore, he opens the bag to see what it is before throwing it in the dumpster.
In the bag he finds about $100,000 in Federal Reserve Notes (frns). Over the next
couple of days, Finder thinks hard about what he’s going to do with this money. On
his third day of having this cache of frzs, Finder sees a notice in a local newspaper in
which somebody named “Loser” begs for the return of what he claims is his money.
Finder thinks about it and decides he’d rather keep it. He thinks, “I didn’t steal it. I
found it on the commons. That’s Loser’s tough luck.”

After a couple of weeks, Loser somehow discovers that Finder has the frns. So
Loser sues Finder in a local court for recovery of the frns. Loser knows from talking
to his lawyer that in the de facto legal system, Loser has no cause of action against
Finder based upon a contract, because there is no real contract between Loser and
Finder; and Loser has no cause of action against Finder based upon a delict (a tort),
because Finder has done nothing to damage Loser. But to Loser’s great relief, Loser’s
lawyer has a cause of action that he guarantees will work. Based upon the doctrine
of unjust enrichment, Loser’s lawyer will claim that there is a fictitious contract, a
legal fiction called a quasi contract between Finder and Loser, and based upon Finder’s
breach of this fictitious contract, the court should order Finder to return the frzs to
Loser. If Loser can prove that he owned the frns before he lost them, and if he can
give a reasonable explanation for how they came to be floating on the lake, then the
court should issue an order for Finder to return the fi7s.

When Finder is served a summons and complaint indicating that he’s being
sued by Loser, he does a little legal research to see if there’s any way to beat Loser
in court. From his perspective, Finder is being coerced into a fictional contract by
the police powers of the court. From his perspective, coercion is always wrong except
when it’s used against criminals, or to collect reasonable taxes. Finder knows he’s
not a criminal. Finder thinks that if Loser wants those frzs so much, then he should
have kept a better grip on them. To Finder, this fiction of law is in fact injuring him
by depriving him of his rightfully acquired windfall. After all, the maxim of law
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says, “A fiction of law injures no one”.! But now the court is enabling Loser to injure
Finder through court-ordered coercion.

According to the de facto legal system, when this controversy comes before the
court, any claim by Finder that he is being coerced into a fictitious contract will
be ignored. As far as the court is concerned, Loser’s legal fiction trumps Finder’s
claim of coercion. The court will follow long-standing precedent, which holds that
fictions of law “are of an innocent or even beneficial character, and are made for the
advancement of the ends of justice”.? The court will hold that the fact that there is
no contract or consent is “immaterial”.

In Finder’s view, creating legal fictions for the sake of procuring justice is
equivalent to claiming that the end justifies the means, when the means are a
fantasy enforced with the court’s sword. Tyrants have used such logic for millennia
to pursue their special visions of justice. Besides, in Finder’s view, the court is
forcing Finder to violate his religion. According to his religion, people who are not
participants in his religion are inherently decadent. Finder is convinced that he’s
been a law-abiding citizen of the U.S.A. for most of his life, but now the court is
forcing him to make a choice between abiding by his religion and abiding by the law.
According to his religion, contact with people outside his religion, and assistance
to them, should be minimized. After finding the fr7s, he decided to keep the frns
instead of trying to find the previous owner because he saw no reason to return them.
When Loser sued Finder in a presumably secular court on unjust enrichment | quasi
contract | legal fiction grounds, and the supposedly secular court found in Loser’s
favor, Finder felt compelled to defend his religious convictions on 1st Amendment
grounds. The court ordered Finder to give the frzs to Loser. Finder believed that
the court was violating his free exercise of religion, and he believed that the court was
simultaneously violating the 1st Amendment’s establishment clause, by coercing him
to behave like a Christian. Finder was convinced that the court was trying to force
him into acting like a “good Samaritan”. But the court followed precedent and ruled
against Finder’s religion-clause arguments.

In most Judeo-Christian belief systems, the right thing to do is to return the frns
to Loser. But in Finder’s religion, refusing to return the frzs was the right thing to
do. Given that the only human laws prescribed by the Bible for the entire human
race are the positive and negative duties that arise out of Genesis 9:6 and that pertain
to the initiation of damage against other people, the right thing for the court to do
is to allow Finder to follow his conscience regarding the frzs, rather than to order

1 Black’s 5th, p. 562.
2 Blacks 5th, p. 562.
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coercion against him. The secular court should do its duty under globally prescribed
human law. Operatingaccording to biblically prescribed jurisdictional boundaries
also happens to be the Christian thing to do. Under a contract administering local
Christian law, if Finder were under such a jurisdiction through his prior consent,
then the proper thing to do would be to return the fzs to Loser. But of course this
secular court does not have such a jurisdiction.

This case shows how feeble the unjust envichment | quasi contract | legal fiction
legal theory is. Although the Christian thing to do is for Finder to return the
frns to Loser, for a secular court to use police powers to force a non-Christian to
follow Christian ethics is inherently non-Christian, and even anti-Christian. This
fact becomes even more conspicuous when this case is examined from a Marxist
perspective.

If one asks any dedicated student of communism what maxim stands above all
others in Karl Marx’s system, the student will answer: “From each according to his
abilities, to each according to his needs.” Anyone dedicated to Christian standards
of morality who doesn’t understand that this adage comes from someone who was
a hardened atheist and materialist, may be prone to assuming that the adage is
calling people to be generous to one-another. After all, doesn’t this Marxist maxim
merely recommend the spirit of community described in the 2nd chapter of Acts?
--- “And all those who had believed were together and had all things in common;
and they began selling their property and possessions and were sharing them with
all, as anyone might have need.” (vv. 44-45). --- The answer to this question is

1”

plainly “No!”. The Marxist maxim doesn’t merely recommend Christian generosity.
The Marxist system recommends forced generosity, rather than voluntary generosity.
Although most guasi contract | unjust envichment cases are much more complex than
this, the bottom line in the opinions in such cases is that they generally follow Marx,

not Christ.

Christian generosity exists within the context of the biblical covenants, while
Marxist generosity does not. Marxist generosity violates global jurisdictions, while
genuinely Christian generosity does not. One generates a system of totalitarian
bloodshed. The other does the opposite. One presumes to steal from one for the
sake of providing benefits to another, while the other does not. One perpetrates
delicts under color of law, under the pretense of generosity, while the other avoids
the perpetration of delicts entirely. One operates on voluntarism and consent. The
other ignores consent and relegates voluntarism to a Siberian gulag. If people adhere
to the Marxist maxim without also being mindful of the distinction between the

global and local jurisdictions of the biblical covenants, then they are inevitably
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dedicated to designing and supporting a system of government that institutionalizes
the perpetration of delicts against its own people.

These facts about the Marxist maxim apply equally to the doctrine of wunjust
enrichment. They apply to contracts implied in law and legal fictions in general. If
these legal concepts are not judiciously contained within overarching jurisdictions
that honor consent, then they inherently lead to abuse of power, and they put a
government stamp of approval on government-sponsored bloodshed.

Legal fictions are unnecessary, because operating according to biblical
jurisdictions makes them unnecessary. Legal fictions are expedient when a certain
remedy is needed to procure justice, but the facts in a case don’t readily call forth the
remedy, and the judge is left resorting to judicial sophistry in order to procure the
desired remedy. Adherence to reliable jurisdictions eliminates this problem. Lega/
fictions exist because of legal deficiencies, in other words, because of defects in the
law. They are an ad hoc, interim measure set in place to await the establishment of
reliable jurisdictions.

Recognition of reliable jurisdictions makes the contract implied in law
unnecessary for several reasons: (Ist)because reliable jurisdictions derive from
contracts and compacts that are implied or expressed in fact, not concocted out of
thin air; (2nd)because the contract implied in law is inherently unlawful because
it involves government-perpetrated delicts; (3rd)because all taxing and taking that
is outside the lawful jurisdictions of /awful contracts is inherently government-
perpetrated delicts, including a taking that results from a judgment where the cause
of action is unjust enrichment; and (4th)because coercing conformity to a guasi
contract on the basis of unjust enrichment is always forcing people to be generous,
the same way all good Bolsheviks forced people to be generous. Forced generosity is
never genuine generosity, and like all delicts, it generates blowback of some kind or
another.

Whenever a case of unjust enrichment arises, where neither delict nor contract
exists, it arises in the moral sphere, subject to the moral-law leg of the natural
law, but outside the scope of biblically prescribed human law. The natural law
may command all people to be generous. But being forced with bloodshed to be
generous is entirely different from voluntary generosity. This is true regardless of
whether church, state, economic entity, or individual initiates the bloodshed.! In

1 Its perfectly lawful for a religious social compact to have rules regarding generosity.
Assuming that all parties to the religious social compact are party by consent, for the
religious social compact to hold the unjust enrichment doctrine, or the Marxist maxim,
or any number of other precepts or principles, as a foundation for its social compact, is
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both the case of the Marxist maxim and the case of unjust enrichment, the State is
turned into a thief that redistributes wealth to whomever it chooses. If presumably
secular courts were genuinely and consistently secular, they would not adhere to the
doctrine of unjust enrichment; and they would not force people to be generous; and
they would not violate the religious beliefs of people like Finder.!

To summarize, in an effort at showing that damage ex contractu and damage
ex delicto fully exhaust the meaning of Genesis 9:6 damage, this “Quasi Ex Delicto |
Quasi Ex Contractu” section has examined legal actions quasi ex delicto and quasi ex
contractu. This section has shown that guasi ex delicto is an irrelevant category because
it is already encompassed by the definition of delict that exists inherently in Genesis
9:6. 'The section has also shown that legal actions guasi ex contractu are inherently
jurisdictionally dysfunctional, like trespass-free crimes. But trespass-free crimes
and quasi contracts in no way encompass the myriad mechanisms through which
human governments perpetrate jurisdictional dysfunctionality. As this biblical
story of the redemption of human law continues, legal actions and government
actions that are neither ex delicto nor ex contractu will be examined in passing, to
show that all actions besides these two are u/tra vires, meaning outside the lawful
scope of the global prescription of human law. Contracts and delicts exhaust the
subject-matter scope of the negative-duty clause because if there is genuine damage
caused by one party against another, where the damage does not arise out of the
breach of a contract that presumably binds the parties, and where the damage is
encompassed by the general categories of death, damage, and/or injury, then the
damage is by definition delictual.

perfectly lawful -- as long as consent is honored, and delicts are avoided. But under a
secular social compact that attempts to create a lawfu/ umbrella for numerous religious
social compacts, neither the unjust enrichment doctrine nor the Marxist maxim is a lawful
foundation for secular human law. This is because secular social compacts by definition
have in personam jurisdiction over all kinds of people, so that unanimous consent will
virtually never exist.

1 All the present secular governments in the united States are inherently secular social
compacts because of their professed adherence to the 1st Amendment. As such, their
primary duty is jural, meaning that they exist to protect property rights above all other
considerations. At present, these secular social compacts are operating under the
pretense that they are religious social compacts, evidenced by the fact that they force
people to conform to laws against mala prohibita while many people have never consented
to such mala probibita. All these secular social compacts are therefore also violating the
Ist Amendment by attempting to eszablish some kind of nebulous religion.
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Sub-Chapter 4:

Conclusion

In conclusion to this investigation into the subject matter of the negative-duty
clause, there is one sure argument proving that damage ex delicto and damage ex
contracty fully exhaust the meaning of Genesis 9:6 damage: The only reason delicts
by themselves do not exhaust Genesis 9:6 damage is because contracts set up their
own jurisdictional boundaries that are inherently unique. Delicts -- meaning
human-caused damage that arises outside the boundaries of ordinary contracts --
are under the immediate jurisdiction of the Noachian Covenant. But damage

that arises contractually is mediated by the jurisdiction defined by the contract.
Contractual damage is certainly under the jurisdiction of the Noachian Covenant
because it is damage to one person’s primary or secondary property caused by another
person, but such damage is mediated by the contract. Genesis 9:6 damage is limited
to damage ex delicto and damage ex contractu because jurisdiction is always a
contractual issue. No /zwful claim to jurisdiction exists except by way of contracts
/ covenants / biblical covenants. Jurisdiction is inherently contractual. This is true
in the Bible, and because it’s true in the Bible, it should be acknowledged as true
in human jurisprudence. No other source of damage can exist because nothing
but contracts / covenants / biblical covenants can define a jurisdiction different
from the Noachian Covenant. So trespass-free mala in se are outside the purview
of Genesis 9:6 damage, except when a contract subject to an action ex contractu
has terms proscribing one or more rrespass-free mala in se. Because legal actions ex
contractu and ex delicto utterly exhaust the /awful subject-matter jurisdiction of
all lawful human law, and because trespass-free mala in se and delict-free mala in
se are essentially the same thing, henceforth, for simplicity, this theodicy will call
trespass-free mala in se “delict-free mala in se”. All human actions that are mala in se
violate the moral-law leg of the natural law tripod. But only mala in se that are also
delicts are always violations of natural rights. The subject matter of the negative-
duty clause is limited to violations of natural rights that clearly damage primary or
secondary property, and violations of contractual obligations.!

1 A Memorandum of Law and Fact Regarding Natural Personhood argues that
natural rights consist of not merely primary property and secondary property, but also
private jurisdiction. Although the remainder of this theodicy doesn’t get this technical
on this front, the cautious reader should assume that natural rights includes private
jurisdiction.
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CHarTER C:
In PERsONAM JURISDICTION OF THE NEGATIVE-DUTY CLAUSE

This theodicy has already presented a preliminary claim that the in personam
jurisdiction of the Genesis 9:6 prescription of human law covers the entire human
race since the promulgation of the Noachian Covenant. But there are two mandates
in Genesis 9:6. The first mandate is to avoid damaging other people. The second is
to execute justice against people who damage other people. Because there are two
different mandates existing in two different clauses, it’s important to look specifically
at the jurisdiction of each mandate to make sure the biblical story is being told
correctly. As indicated above, ascertaining the in personam jurisdiction of the

negative-duty clause should begin by ascertaining the in personam jurisdiction of

the Noachian Covenant as a whole.

Genesis 9:17 indicates that the Noachian Covenant is between God and “all
flesh that is on the earth”. Genesis 9:9 indicates that this covenant is between
God and Noah and all of Noah’s descendants. Genesis 9:12 indicates that this
covenant is between God and Noah and “every living creature that is with you, for
all generations”. Genesis 9:13 indicates that the Noachian Covenant is between
God and the earth. --- This biblical covenant may be between God and all of
creation, but because the current concern is with human law, humans are the focus.
Reading strictly to determine what humans are party to the Noachian Covenant,
it’s clear that all humans who survived the deluge, and all their descendants forever
into the future, are party to the Noachian Covenant. This is true regardless of
whether people cognitively consent to being party or not. As already indicated, in
the same way that God forms humans in the womb without any consent from the
newly conceived human, and therefore the consent to conception is tacitly given by
the newly conceived, consent in the Noachian Covenant is also tacit because the
covenant operates at a level so rudimentary that it exists beyond the human capacity
to agree, disagree, or even choose.

Focusing specifically on the negative-duty clause, the in personam jurisdiction is
clearly “Whoever” within this larger population. The larger population is the entire
human race since promulgation. The “Whoever” subset of this larger population
is defined by the subject-matter jurisdiction of the negative-duty clause, which

has already been addressed. So while the prima facie in personam jurisdiction of
the negative-duty clause is also all people, a second glance shows that the personal
jurisdiction is limited by the subject matter. The subject matter limits the overall
personal jurisdiction to anyone who has allegedly perpetrated damage against
someone else. The subject matter limits the jurisdiction as a whole, at least of the
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negative-duty clause. The prima facie in personam jurisdiction may include the
entire human race, but it really only includes any human who allegedly perpetrates
damage against another person. So the in personam jurisdiction of the negative-

duty clause is limited to alleged perpetrators.!

As already indicated, if the damages that arise from violating the nregative-
duty clause arise by way of a contract, then the contract, rather than the Noachian

Covenant, has original jurisdiction. In other words, if someone is damaged by way of

a breached contract, then whoever enforces against the breaching party needs to look
first to the contract for a remedy, rather than to enforce against the damage as though
the contract didn’t exist. This is because contracts, by their very nature, define their
own jurisdictions. The in personam jurisdiction of a contract exclusively includes
whoever is a party to the contract. The subject-matter jurisdiction of a contract
is defined by the obligations imposed by the contract, which includes whatever
penalties and remedies that may be imposed by the contract’s terms. The territorial
jurisdiction of the contract is defined by whatever territorial limitations are placed
on the contract according to where the contract is supposed to be implemented, in
operation, and/or enforced.” Because contractual obligations define human laws,
and because humans have a natural right to contract that is inherently as much a
natural right as the right to own property, wherever damage arises from a breached
contract, the contract has original jurisdiction. This means that whenever damage
by one person ag